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, Illinois Comnnjuaity College Board 
HIGHLIGHTS ^OF It 19^79 oWrATING BUDGElf RECCM4ENDATI0N 



1. The Illinois Community College B64rd is requesting $13^,365,313 to be appropriated 
by the Legislature from thesGeni^ral Revenue Fund for the Community College System in' 
Fiscal Year 1979 (July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979). ' , 

2. fherfi is an additional request of $1,500,000 for Economic Development- Grants 
that would provide funds for training people for i'ndustry at 90 cost to the 
employer. The thrust is to provide 3ohs for people and attract industry to , ' 
Illinois. There is $1,000,000 requested for planning, employee-centered job 
training and other community outreach activities and $500,000 to assist needy 
adults who do not qualify for* other types of financial aid. ^ I . 

There is also a request £or ^100,000 for anticipated grants ^from other than state 
sources. # 

*• , * ^ ' ' 

3. tlie following la a breakdown of the $"135,365,313 requested for the Commuaity' 
College Syst:;^m. ' ♦ ^ 

a. $117. 617 ^044 is requestedf for Credit Hour Grants payable 'to the 38 local 
community college districts. Of t^is amount, $114,410,612 is requested fot 

• basic (FY 1978) enrollments; $2,189,985 for Existing Program enrollment growth 
and $1,016,447 for New Program' enrollment growth, 

b. $4,115,973 is requested "for grants for 'disadvantaged student pro-ams. 

c. $9,017^441 is re<^ested for Equalization grants for those districts^ that 

fall'telow 307o of the state average unit cost when applying the statewide 

average tax rate needed to raise 30% of the average unit cost to their own 

equalized assessed valuation pe^: in-district FTE student. ^ 

, ^ - V 

^ d. $1,080,855 is requested for operation of the'ICCB staff office in Springfield. 

e. $3,534.000 is requested for /operation of Stat^ Cfemmunity College in Eas,t 
St* Louis,. ^ ♦ 

A 

4. The request of $135,365,313 for the Community College System and $1,600,000 '.for , 
grants, total $136,965,313 for the entire requested Appropriation. t 

5. The above-cited figures are' a result of a change from previous year^ funding^ , 
.which would^ allow Community Colleges to be fundedv507o fr6m local soui:<;es and 50% 
from state' and federal sources. This Is a dejJarture from previoua^tears in that it ' 
Standardizes the local burden, which could be .obtained frcm etthet^oc^l taxes or 
tyltion. ' , 

6; The concept of the plan is to fund colleges based on the statewide average 
ij^sts of programs as det'ermined ♦in a Unit Cpst Study completed at the ICCB office. 

^ ^ ^ ' ' . , . ^ . ; . . ' 

7, Enrollment gro^h grants will provide for 707. .fundiilg for growth i^ existing 
programs and 13d%.*S3r- growth, in new programs. ' ' , 

AB/va 
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. ' ^ . -REVISED 

Fiscal year" 1979 operating budget recommendations for the 4 • ' 
illinois public commultlty college" system 

, . • - . , . • .) ■ 

Introductioa ■ History of Cptnmunlty College Operating Finance - ' 

In July i9W*, the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) published ^ 
its firs\: 'Master -Plan. Among other things, this Master Plan set fonth' the. 
basic framework for development of a public junior college system in 
Illinois*. Its recommendations for financing the operations of the colleges 
within tHis system were: *^ - . . • *. 

1. "(The) .state* share (shall) be apftroximatfely 50% of the 
average operating costs of the. . .system. 

2. ^^ "Shares for i^idivldual institutions (shall*) be determined 

.by a flat grant of a'id and/or an equalization grant based 
on the relative 'financial capabilities of the several 
junior college districts. 
* ' * * 

3. "Tuition (ahal«^) not be charged to any Illinois resident." 

The public junior college system came into existence by legislative 
enactment otfjuly 15, 1965. This* legislation* established flat rate grant 
funding as the method by which colleges would be funded. The initial rate 
was $11.50 per semester credit hour for Clas4 junior colleges apd $9.50 
per semester credit hour for Class fl^ junior colleges. These' rates and- 
this method of distribution wer^ used during the 74th and^5th biennia, fiscal 
years 1966 through 1969. (A conjplete history of community college fun4ing 
rates, levels, and methods of distribution is included in Ta^e 1.) . 

Prior to development of a Tiscal year 1970 budget request in 1968, 
.an increase in the flat rate grant was recommended by the Illinois Junior 
College Board (IJCB) . This budget request was developed on the'basi« of an 
* increase in the semester credit hour flat grant rate-. The IBHE agreed to 
recommend the total amount generated by the increased flat grant rate but 
requested that the IJCB develop a formula .for distributing this amount both 
as flat rate grants and equalization 'grants. Although an -equalization fcrrmula 
was developed by the IJCB staff, the Governor agreed to recommend only a 
flat grant rate incre^ise and afsked that equalization be deiEerred and given 
further study. * Hence,' the flat rate grant was continued as the principle 
source of. funding for fiscal year 1570 with its first approved increase since 
1965 and was maintained for fiscal year 1971. ' ; / - ^ 

./Utlr^ng the fall o.f 1969 tfte IBHE formed the Advisory* Committee on . • 
Financing Junior Colleges to give further Consideration to financing/ . 
plans. The 'Committee's official report was presented to the^IfHE. in 
Septejttber ,1970'. Included in , the report was a recommendation. to am^d the 



ICiass I pjublic junior colleges were those which were either formed. Under, the 
Illinois Public Junior College Act of 1965 or were in* existence at that time 
.and met certain Mnimal population* and- assessed valuation criteria and vhich 
levied a separate tax for junior college purposes. ^ ' 

2ciass II public junior colleges were thpse not meeting Class 1 criteria and not 
levying a separate tax for junior college purpose?. Class JI coUeges no lojig" 
exist. 



1 4 



TABLE 1 WAS REMOVED FROM THISl. DOCUMENT PRIOR TO ITS 
BEING SUBMITTED TO THE ERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION 
SERVIcfe. 



/ 



.^9 



'apportionment funding metiuld and include equalization along with flat grant ' 
funding. The IBHE agreed to the concept, and a plan for funding both on the\ 

* ba^sis of < flat rate grants and .equalization gf^'ts was ^adopted by thg 77^h 
General Assembly for fiscal year 19)2. ' , , ' • ' / ' . 

In* fiscal year '1973 , the flat grant rate vas increased and, fgr the first 
time, an'additional amount was 'funded for ^'each sifimester credit hour in non- 
business occupational pyogfams in recognition^ the higher cost pf such ♦ ' ^. 
. programs. Equalization funding was, retained and grants' were also provided for 
' the first time fot approved public service (non-Credit aduj.t education/ community ' 
service programs) and disadvantaged studcxit 'ptograms . ' . . ^' 

During fiscal ye« 19*74, flat rate grants an<t supplemental 'nonbusiness 
occupational grants were^oth increased • ^ For the^first. time, an HB^int 
was also appropriated for instruction of inmates at.-correcti'onal/ institutions • 
Equalization, disadvantaged student, and public service .grants continued. ^ 

Fund^ w^re':ap propria ted for fiscal ^^ar 19^5 which wer,e' intended to' % 
produce ^Increases in flat rate grants. Supplemental non-business occupational 
•grants^ equalization grants, and grants .for' instruct ion aft correctional 
institutions. Funding for public service and for disadvantaged student 
prbfftams was to remain at the same levels appropriated for fiscal years 1973 
. and 1974. Because of a dramatic enrollment increase in the spring term of ^ 
1975, annual' apportionment FTE student enrollments increased from approximately 
117,000^0 nfearly 141,000; .therefore j a suppleiaental appropriation was sought 

* to allow apportfonment claims to be paid" at the prescribed rates. However,- 

since the aafcunt needed was approximately $16 million aad. since ^ a ^supplemental ^ 
'appropriation provided just over $10 million, the flat grai^t pa^fients had ^ ' 
, to be prorated, marking the first time community colleges had not been funded \ • 
at the full rates upon which the appropriation was baSed. Because of ^ 
a defic4.ency appropriation, supplemental non-business occupational ind * 
equalization. grants were paid at the prescribed rates. Otl^er grants were 
unaffected by proration, " . . * , ' 

In ilfecognition of var:^able costs of different programs^ variable creSit 
hour grant. I'ates were provided for the fitst time for bacca.laiireate, OQcupational^ 
and general studies programs in fiscal year 1976. Supplemental' non-business 
Qccupational, Equalization, public service, disadvantaged student, and correctional 
•.institution grants continued as special categorical grants. However, since 
the appropriation w4a based on an anticipated FTfe enrollment of 145,000 and 
enrollments reached nearly 170,000. and since no deficiency appropriation was ^ 
approved, claims had to be severely prorated, as shown on Table 1.^^ ' - 

Early in 1974' the tBHE a-P*ointed a committee to study public community3 
' college financing in Illinois. This-"Blue Ribbon" Committee met for ^eleven 
months^^and published a report of its findings and recommendations in May 1975-. • 
its recommendations- were' to revise the present financing plan and provide 
funding as follows:* • ^ ' 



B-^e term "community" replaced "junior" by legislative enactment beginiiing with 

fiscal year 1974 (July 1, 1973). • . , ' * ' 

■ O ' ♦ ' I 3 - . ■ ' ' 
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*!• lOOZ (if- the diff feyence* between^'Xa) .the- statewide average local 
'^ax, tuition, and other revenue* (called *a standard local. , 
cotrtribution) ; and (b) the estlrf&ted cost per cr^it Xnour op 
coutses in the following seven categories: • . ^ , ^ * . " 

- baccalaureate oriented , • , ■ ^ 
-business, public service, apd personal services , * 

- data proc;4ssfng and crfmrnerce tecfmologies • ' ^ 
' - natural science and industrial technologies 

- health profession^ ' ' , ^ ^ 
, - review of vocational skills ' ' ' 

- remedial/developmetttal ' \, * , - 4 . 

2*. 50%. of the difference between the /'standard Iclbal 
. contribution" -^nd thfe animated" cost per semester ^ ' 

credit hour for an' eighth category called V<^her 
general studies," • ' , • 

3. No direct state ^funding for the other 50% of the cost » * I 

of €hh "other general studies" courses rfeferreA to in / 
#2 above nor for public service "clourses end research , . ^ 

activities, however providing indirect fund^Lng by reducing 
^' the "standard ;local contribution^ through application of a 
' tax rate Ic lower than the finedi^ rate, thereby raising 

the sta^e Support level.' . . * 

• * 4. Continue equalization fundinjg but calculate it based%on . 

the inability of local districts to obtain the "standard . % 
local ' ctmtribut ion" by dppli|cation of , an 'average kax ratfeC 



to tlleir assessed valuation Iper stAjient. 



5. Continue fundiiig for disadvantaged students buf designate this 
funding for educationally disadvantages, (However, IBHE budget 

.recommendations for fiscal year 1977 ^were baaed on continuation 
^ of funding based on economic disadvantj^gement.) 

^\ / ^ 

6. ^ Discontinue funding for public service grants, Sfupplemental 

non-business occupational 'grants, and grants for 'instructional 
programs at correctional institution^'. • 

' , ' / ' . '■ 

7. Coll^g^S' should-^e granted iegisla^tive authority to levy an 
amount up to 17.5'^"fa the education fund a£id 5<?.,ii#the building- 
maintenance fund without local referendum. (However, this 
recommendation for tax rates was nqt .adopted by the legislature.) 

. In response to the '*Blue Ribbon" platt, variable credit hour grafts *rer# 
provided in fiscal yea^ 1977 for eight separate instructional <«tegories as 
follows: . . ft 



« » » • . ♦ • • 

1. Badcalaureate and .^cadenlic V 

2. ^ Business> PuUic' Service, Personal -Services ^ 
3! Data'Prbce^sirig, Connnerce Technol^ogy 

' ^\ Natural Science, Industrial Techqolofey 
5/ ^Health Technology 
.6. Vocational 'skills - ^ ' . • ' . 

.7. •Remedial/Developmental, - * " ^ ^ 

'v8. Other Geperai Studies ' ^ . ' 

^ The appropriation' btll for fiscal year 1977 also included a provision, 
for the first time that enrollment growt^i would be funded at 70Z of fhe . 
ft^di^ houtgrant rates. While .queiization and disadvantaged stude;it grants . 
Sere continued, public service and correctional grants- wer4 discontinued. 

'FollowiiiR the general concepts of the "Blue Ribbon" f unding plan, c'^edit 
hour Tran^Snds Sere Vop.iated for fiscal year 197. to .gain be d^trlbuted 
by eight different rates for the^ eight instructional categories utilized in 
fiscar year 1977. However, one diffe«tice was that -funds were pvided 

to ^und IDOZ of the. difference between'^he ^^^f ^^^^^ jt^^f^-^^J^^^^LcaJ ' 
the standard local contribution in category instead of 50Z as in tiscai 
•year 1977. In addition, equalizat^ion and disadvantaged student grants were 
cd-ntinued as 'the only kinds ot -special categorical grants. 

^ The fiscal yebr 1978 appropriations bill divided the credit hour grants 
into two sA)ar«te &le it^, one for. "basic" credit ho»r grants and the 

^erTor "s rial1:sic"Tr;dit hour' grants., thl, separation was - « because 
n^any of the legislators felt that bec/iuse of «°expected additional, local tax 
revenues the a:»ount.qf state "basic" credit hqur grant ^-^s should be reduced. 
However, a separate and additional amount was provided for special basic 
credlr^ur grants to compehsate for previous state funding deficiencies.. 
FuSdlng^ontfiued for equ^ization and^disadyantaged student programs. . 

^However, a problem currently exists?J)ecause the cr^it hour rate 
authorization bill (SB 830) did not pass the legislature and thfe Attorney . 
General has ruled that the ICCB cannot distribute the appropriated funds, 
without either (a) having cfedit hour rates specified by the legislature in • 
the aifproprlatlon bill, or (b) having the. language of Section 102-16 of the 
Illinois Public Community College Act'amen(ied which now reads the rate of 
th^credit hour irant shall be specified for eac^ year in the Act making 
the appropriation" for credit hpur grants. The same Attorney General 8 , 
opinion did indicate that the ICCB does have- authority to distribute special 
grants for equalization and di^advanta^ei^ student programs, ^^^^eref oye,^ 
flpeclal grants are currently b^ing distributed by the' ICCB; but credit hour 
grants are ngt, ^ • . • . 



Resoutce 'Requirements vs. Revenues 



k responsible faquest foi^ funds requires 'a reallstilc eiamlnltlonof / 
(1) ^4vai4abl^ Wv^nuefe. and (2) funding" needs and attempts -to strike a ' 
- reas.oaable balance bi^een the two. The following' graphs Illustrate the * - 
relative avaUabllijiJ^ibf . the three main .sources of revenue- to 'community 
colleglg4^:^i«ca^ £4x^^; Jtiiff^ ' /- 

AS fehowil In "Figure ly local' tax revenues per student "have steadily.' 
.diminished, except for fiscal year* 1973; and comp^red| to ^he spi^rallng cost- 
offllvlag Index,* continue to fall increasingly" short when compared -to revenue 
needs*. Stat^ apportionment fMding,/ both credit hour grants and total • ' 
apportionment grants, have lijcevrtse. failed to keep 'pj^ce with rev^enue needs 
as- shown in Figure "2. Onl;^ tuition rev4*ies,' figure 3, hive increased In 
proportion tio tevenue needs. Thiis, the revenue Jjurden has steadily .shifted 
from the taxpayer to the^student— a factor that may tend to 'impai^ student 
apcess to 'edticatlon. , , • ' . ' , 



" ' - Figure 1 ' . . ' 

• "^Sr LOCAL *TAXES "PER .FTE STUDENT WITH CHANGES 

. . I>J THE CONSUflER PRIGS- INDEX, - FI§pAL, YEARS ,1972-4976 * " , 
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. m ' ■ -Figure 2 . • . 

'a comparkon of. Changes in.avemge APPORXiqNMENT grants with 

CHANGES IN CONSUMER PRICE INl)EX-. . ■ \ 
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The coinmunity colleges have striken a responsible balance between 
revenue9 and funding aeeds by keeping expenditures within their meShs. ki 
shown* in Figure 4, Illinois public comunity colleges have kept unit costs 
relatively stable over the last five-year period while si^nilar costs ip 
community colleges of other states,, Illinois high schgol dist1:;Lcts, and 
Illinod^ ^public universities have varied, from moderate to rather dramatic 
iricriases. • / ' 

, Figure 4 , , , 

A*tbMPARISON OF AVERAGE OPERATING COSTS PER FTE STUDENT IN - 
.SELECTED SEGMENTS OF EDUCATION ' ' 
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*IncluJes only high schpol districts, not community unit districts or 
elejnentary' district^ • 

^ • i 

While stabilizing unit costs is ,a meritorious ^tfractice, particularly* 
from tfie taxpayers' points of view, it is not without its potential dangers^— ^ 
prlnci^>ally in the form of dimihishiitg quality of instruction. 



Recent State Funding Problems • • - * 

While the -"Blue Ribbon" funding plan,-twhich was implemented in fiscal year 
197/V has produced a number of desirable 'changes ii^ community college funding, 
it* has 'also* produced several ^problems whdch need to be given careful attention. 
Principal among the problems are: 

i; Estimates of local resource availability have- been derived by using 
•s(tantJard tax and tuition tates which hav^ been- dif f erent from, and 
often ik excess of, actual funds available to the colleges. (The 
impact of using a standard- tax rate would have been lessened if the . 
provision for levying at a 17.5c .education fund rate and 5c building/ 
maintenance fund rate without a referendum h^d^ibeen 'adopted by the 
.General Assembly.) • * , . . 

2.- The staters revenue responsibility *tTas been viewed as only that which 
' ' . • remained after all other revenue source^ were tapped; hence, the more 
itcal taxes, student tuition, and federal and other revenues axe 
• abtained, the less will be revenues received from the state — a factor 
which tends to discourage local iniative. 

The problems were brought squarj^ly into focus in the legislative deliberations on 
the f iscali^year ^1978 fueding for community ccTileges in two mlajor ways: 

1. .It 'became apparent welL into the legislative process Jtjiat some additional 
local (aTad some other state) revenues may be available. -^Application of 
the "Blue Ribbon" principles indicated a need' to decrease statue funding 
of equal magnitude. ^ 

2tf«^*When it became evident that .Community colleges were not going to reach 
W previously anticipated enrollment levels, a new. level of state fundip*^ 
\ responsibility wa^ calculated using the "Blue Ribbon" method, and it 
proved to be insufficient to* meet community college needs. 

H^nce, the weakness* of the "Blue Ribbon" plan became apparent — the state 
has had no minimum obligation to community college funding as it has, e.g. to the 
elementary and secondary schools.^ Conversely, the community colleges have no v 
maximum contribution ^f or which they ar^ responpible; the more they raise , 
collectively, the less Is the responsibility of the state. There appears' to be 
littla or no incentive to increase local revenue in order to enrich local prog^i^ms 
and services under .such a procedure. The^ proposed 'modi'fications to the "Blue 
Rlhbon" plan presented in this budget request address themselves directly, to 

these problems'. ' ' ^ 

• * 

Governor. Thompson ^ the State of Illinois has agreed that the current 
community college fup<y.ng formula mdy have some shortcomings and should be 
studied; and he has called the matter to the attention of Dr. Donald Prince, 
Chairman of the Illinois Board of Higher Education, in his letter of July 6, 
1977 whferein the Governor stated in part: " - , f 

"There was substantial legislative deliberation this year concerning the . 
formula. by which the state's portion of community college funding is ^ ^ 
determined. Apparently # the Board of Higher Education modified the, formula 
only a year after it was adopted fey a 'blue ribbon' t^k force, fs thi* 
formula the most equitable way in which to. fund community colleges?" 



1^1 the spring of 1977 the Illilaois Community College Board, the Illinois 
Community College Trustees Association/and the Illinois Council of Public 
Community College Presidents jointly formed an Ad Hoc Committee to stu^y the 
current communilx<^ liege funditig plan 'and dettermine whether, or Tiot changes 
should be recomme^ed for future years. After a series of meetings, the Ad 
Hoc Committee agreed Jipon several modifications tb the current funding plan. 
Tlie new proposed modifications are as follows: I 



1. ^ Sources o£'project;ed operating revenue /or the plan are to be | 
'^shared 5p7o from local sources and 50% froc^ state/federal source^. 

' *An Individual dommunity college district would have the flexibility 
of obtaining its 50% share from any combination 'of local taxes and 
student tuition. The state/federal share would include all existing^ 
gr«pt aad apportionment funds from state and federal governm^otb;^- , 
excluding Illinois State S^la^rship Commission awards to students. 

2. ^ There will be' five funding categories £s 'follows: ' . 

4« baccalatii^eate-of lent^ 
^b. busJlness-occupational\ ^ 
\ > " c. teclinical-occupationar*^(including commerce, data ^ocessing, 
* ^ industrial, and natural science technologies) 

d^ health-occupational 'i 
e. general studies (including vocational skills, rinedial- 
developmental, and other general studies) 

3. The latest actual audited data will be used wj.th adjustment factors 
\ cdmnon to all of higher edu<:ation applied where necessary updAting 

.to curtent 'cost levels. ' 

4. The pl^n will be cost based with the needs based on the official 
• ICCB Unit Cost. ^tudy. * . \ - , ' - 

.5. The 7QTo mar^io^l growth concept and enrollment growth funds in 

existing programs Hill b^ provided by formula.* ' ^ 

* <* 
6.. Speciijl enrollment grcwth grants will be made for tha initiation 
^f"- approval new instructional programs at 130%. i 

. * ■ I ^ - ! 

■7. Equalization (special assistance) funds will t^f. provided to assume . 
that a district could achieve 30% of the projected statewide average • 
unit cost from lo<;al taxes by levying an amdotit equal to ^ tax rate 

r necessary to raise 30% of such a statewide aT€)fa'ge unit cbst. While 
it is expected that locail taxes (wljen cambiaed "with a tuition 
Assessment) will provide 50% of needed resources locallyJ when levied 
^t a (iual-ifying- tax rate, no penalty will be<^osed if * district does 
not levy (or asseS's) taxes and tuition at such a level. 

. 8.- The basic credit .hour grantV, equalization grants, and^isadvant'aged 
.student grants would be appropriated to the ICCB and thka allocated by 
"the ICCB by' formula to each eommunity college distrifilL/at th'e beginning 
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, of the fiscal yfear with a list of the allocation to be issued' \^ 
"prior to the appropriation ptocess. This list will identify 
the specific <4ollar...mo^nt for each of the three types of grants 
for each comnunity college district and will be made available to 
the IBHE, BOB, Legislature, an,d other interested groups prior 
"appropriation. The formula utilized for all three grants will 
also be so identified., Su£h allocations will then be provided to 
* each district even though ettroihoents may decrease for that fiscal 
year, but any^ changes in'phe enrollment lev^l wi-ll be adjusted in 
• 'the next fiscal year. 

, There will be a special line item appropriation to 'the iCCB^or 
special enrollment growth gtants for credit hours (but not 
equalization) not to exceed the 70% marginal growth for enrollment 
growth in existing programs ind 130% for initiation of any new 
approved instructional programs. Such enrollment growth grants will 
be paid, at »the end of the fiscal year for growth in existing and * 
new programs after .all credit hour clfluLms ^re filed. 

10. Provision'' will be made in substantive language to allocate the st^te 
aid appropriations on a quarterly basis with four eqjual payments 
wifh the vouchers to be filed by the ICCB ear'ly »in each quarter. 

11. Differential furiding based on the variable unit cost by instructional 
categories, with subtraction of the constant locil contribution, will 
be utilized for distribution of the credit hour grants in a manner 
parallel to the current distribution plan. 

12. Equalization, funds will incli^je an- ad justment' in the equalized 
asses'^sed valua^tion or the tax rate to tak$ i<ito consideration 50% 
of any tax collection losses in excess 'of the statewi'de average 

-^tax collection loss. ' c ^ ' 

13. Disadvantaged student grants will l>e pi?ovided per FTE educationally 
disadvantaged student, determined oh the basis of the nymber of such* 

. FTE students failing to reach* some level of objective medsurement 
of students' educational level. * 

14.. Disadvantaged student grants appropriate^ should approximate 3 
of the total state credit hour grant appropriated; 

Statutory provision should be made for minimum qualifying tax rates 
of 17. 5(? in ^e education fund, '5<f in. the builAing/maintenance fudd, 
and IC ip the adult education/public service /activities fund. J* 

16. Total operating costs shall include net instructional, co&t plus 
public service coat— but shall not^ include research, building 
depreciation, chargebacks to o'ther districts, and Federal share 
of student fioanciaj. assistance. 
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Major Differences Betvyen fiscal Year 1978 ^and Proposed 
Fiscal Yea/^ 1979 Funding PlanT " 

In order to provide basis/for comparison, the following is a listing 
ma jot differences between th^^. fiscal yeacr 1978 and the proposed ^f^scal 
19t9 fdbding plan: 



FY78 



Local tax. revenxie estiioatad by^ applying 
a standard (isedian) tax rate tp estimated 
^ EAV (one-half of 1976 ancy onewhalf of 1977) 
) and adjustments n^de foir? • I 

(a) public service act;|!Lvit]!es 

(b) ' collection losses. 

(c) nop- district cbar|el>acics 

(d) equalization 



cted 



ERLC 



Tultipn revettue estimaned by applying a 
^(median) tuition riate to proje 



^^VA^andard 
FEE enrollments. 

2. Eight inst;ructiona'l/fi 



idin^ categories: 



1; Ba[ccala\ireate *a0<[ Academic 

2. Buslnesa, PubJ^l^d .^ervkce, and 
^Personal SeryJ.cs v * . 

3. Data Processing, Coimi;6ilce Techpology 

4. Natural Science, Ind\ [Atrial Techilplogy 
5k Health Technology i 

6. .Vocational Skills ' 

7, Remedial/^velopnentiij^; 
Bl Other General Stjudie^ 

3, 70^ marginal cost facjtor^pplied to all- 
en3;ollme£t growt^ 



4p Equalization c'alculated as the, difference 
* 5 between (1)' staodard loca*L^*tax contribution \ 
' detennlbed . 'by applyiog a statewide median tak 
raf^ Co'^a statewide avera ji^rEAV/in- district 
' PTE and (2) the. amountf 6t the , tax revenue* a 
district 'can ictually raiiie by applying that 
. same tax rate'^'to its own ILAV/in- district P^TE 
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FY79 



1. Tax and tuition/ fee 



evenues 
of the ^ 



not. estimated - ^OX 
• estimated resource r|l?qulre- 
ments Is to conle frd^ these 
local sources. / 



r. 



2. Five instructional'/ funding 
categories: ' 

i • 

1. *Baccalaureat,e-<|)riented* 
2 • Bus Ipe s s - oc cupi t ional 

3. Technical-occupatiottal ^ 

4. Health-pccupatlooal 

5. Gei^eral Studies 



J 



3. 70X margiaal cost factor 
applied to growth in existing, 
programs - new program growth*, 
to be funded at 1301 

4. 6a|^ally the same except that 
th^^tandard local ^ax contri- 
bution is caXculaterf at. 30Z of 
the projected statewide averagf 
unit cost. ' Also an adjus*tment 
will ^e made for districts ^tt 

^ above average tax collection 
' losses. ^ ^ 



Credit hour and equalization grants paid, 
stt^^y on an 'approved^lalm basis. 



a- f 



Enjplli^ent growth fxi^ds were a part^ of 
T^gular^redlt ' ho.ut,*grant "line ' Itetoij • 

Disadv^taged. stuA«Lt*t'graaCs' ailoca4:a?i 

on b^sls oC- rKnfidial/deveiopm%Qtal' ^ ^ ' A\ 

credit hour^ generate .c±;j|pre\h^^ '* ^ 

fiscal year. ; • *^ ; . ' ; . . . * 



'5. Sasic credit hour, equalization^^ 
and disadvairtaged student granti* 

^ " *to be aiiocatefi to 'districts at 
the beginning of the fiscal ' * 
year and paid' in four equal 
quarterly installments regardless 
of enroliiaeat levels att^n^d* 
Adjustments^ will be made in the. 
next ^ f iscal * year . 

6** Entdllment; growth funds will 
\ ' cpnstikute a sepafate line item 
* * and will ;be paid after the end of 
' t^e fijscal year after all credit 
hour , claims, are. fil^d. • 

7.* Disadvantaged ^sjfudent grtots^ 
allocated on basis ' of some 

# objective measure of student 
'educational disadvantagement 
, sudh as trest-'Scorea, 



Rattonalfe f dr ^Funding Chang^e» Recongafefided 



In its deliberati^pns, the Conmiittee considered several funding 
alte^iatives • Xhe proposed plan w^b chosen priniarily. f or the *f ollowing 



reasons: 



i. It will^be less a'ffected by major fluctuations in th^ economy • ^ > 
or eni^lment than the current plan^and sHSuld, therefore, be | 
\ more^merationaily f eaSijLbl^ for a lotrgfer period of time, \ • j 

^ Regardless of whetheV' revenues' or enrcvllments increase, ^ j 

Stabiiize> or decrease, the proposed p^lan calls for equal ' 
• shiaring of the responsibility for providing the revenues ' / 

, required by the enrollments— 5 Ot will' be th^ local districts', j 
responsibility and 50Z..^11 be that of state^and> federal * / 
sojirces. 'Sudden andAor unexpected increases or decreases 
«in local or state revenue availability or in enrollments • * ^ 

• should never work to the advantage or disadvantage of either 
.the state or --Icyal districts' in terms of revenue responsibility. 
Thus, the locar districts and the state will 'share equally, in' 
formula modifications caused by any revenue or enrollment change? . 



2. It^-ie simpler to calculate and explain to legislators and the^ay ^ 
imbli^ than the current plan* • , • 

This^ plan reduqes the complexity of calculations cqlnslderably^. 
For example, in dl?termining -the availablife local revenue,, it is-. ^ 
no longer necessary to (a) apply either a Statewide standard 
or individual distri<it tax\ rate to district EAV's); (b) base 
local 'tax revenue partially on the EAV!s o^, one fiscal year and 
partially on another*; (c) account for individual district tax 
collection losses; (d) considef out-of -district chargeback receipts; 
"(e) adjust for transfers from operating to non-bperating tax funds ^ . 
etc.- as it* is under . the 'current plan. Further, it is' no longer 
necessary tp^ apply* either statewide standard or individual district 
student tuition and fee rates to enrollments as it is under the 
pr esprit'' plan. Instead, the local revenue responsibility in t^e foraula 
•* is simply 50Z o^ total resource requirements. In addition, the 
nnmber of funding categories wa« reduced from eight to' five, 

'3*, It will not be subject Xo wl^ and varying Interpretation which tends 
to diminish the -credit>ility of the community college system witli 
* legislator3 and state-level decision makers, , 

At the present time, % there fs considerable variation in interpretation 
' as to how to calculate revenue availal)ility. For example, much 

discussion has taken place in recent years as to whether to apply 
* standatcf or actual tax^and tuition rates to EAV's apd projected 

enrollments. There has befen as much as. $12 million variation in 

estimates of local tax and tuitipn revenues in the past 4epending 
.upon whether standard or actual ratfes were uaed.n As explained in 



- , #2 previously, thtis pl^ calls simply for a •50% share of \resource . 
' > • ifequir^ents from local districts and 50% from stat^/f edei^al sources.*'* 

, The varying estimates among state officials in the past have* caused 

legislators to suspect the credibility of those who\ request different 

* ' ' state fuhdi^g levels and attempt to justify the differences.^ 

. ( U. It should provide incentive's (or remove disincentives) to local \ 
' fiscal decision making. 

» 4 * ' 

/ , ^ . Thtf proposed plan, in setting the local aild state reyentie contribution • 

• . ' , at specified percentage levels, will "allow dlsttfcts jto increase local.^ 
taxes or *tuitibrf without^iaving siich increased reven^ues count . 
" against them.'* In other words, the districts have an indentiye to 
• ' , e^ich programs through higher thfn. average Iqcal. re^fenue 

^ contrlbuti6ns. The plan would also rfemov^' disincentives to initiating 

- ' high cost .progirams. - » 

5. ' It should Improve/ local budget planning. 

^ ' , •The' pfl^opased plan would allocat;^ a set amonnt ^of state funds for 

* . basic, credit, hoir and equalization grants to each district in advaivce — 

. * • , \ and suclj funds vo^W be paid in equal amounts and at equal time * 
V . .Intervals during the fiscal year. (Enrollment growth* grants would 

be paid after the end of the fiscal year.) The local district would 
• . . thus *e able to Jjudget with assurance of receiving certain revenue 

V * levels and would be able to better handle the cash f low prcrj)l€ms 
\' SO often experienced. ' ^ - v * r 

6. ^It more closely' approximates the pr^Lnciples established itl. Master 
. ' ' Plan I of the Illinois Board of Higher Education. ^ 

y ' ' * ' , " ' 

The IBHE fti recommending the financing procedurte for community 

* * • • ^ ' colleges when th^ey Vere first established stated the following: 



"(The) state share (shall) be ^pproxima^tely 50% 
of the' average operating costs of the. . .system/" 

The proposed , plan would Insure that the state share, coupled with 
federal funds, will be 50% of the average operating cost (ff the 
syfrtem.' • , ^ - ' ' . ' \ 
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Basic Assumptions Used in ^Calculating Funding Needg" , 



Thfie community colleges^ are proposlng^to apply Inflation factors for Salaries,* 
utliltle^^ equipment', and genieral prices siflillar tS^ those iitlllzed , for the • 
universities f or 'flscai yeat 1979 , (compared to fiscal year 1978). Based on 
;a review of Chase E^nometrlcs, Higher Education Prices aD,d Price Indices, 
^and the Chroiylcle'of Higher Education, it Is proposed that the fallovipg 
increases be provided in calculation of fiscal year 1979 funding needs: 
salaries - SZf utilities - 12. 5Z; equipment - 8Z; and general prices - 6Z. 
These proposed f^ctor^ equate to, a composite inflation factor. of 7.85Z as 
calculated below: • , * ' 



Expenditure* 
Category 

Salaries , 
Utilities • 
Equipment 
G^iUxal Prices 



Proposed . Percentage of Total 
Increase Expenditure Category 

8.0Z X 75. 8Z 

12. 5Z X 4.4Z 

8.0Z . X 2.5Z 

6.0Z X 17. 3Z • 



100, OZ 



Weighted' Factor 
Of Increase 

.06064 
.00550 

.00200 ^ 
,01038 . 



.07852 or 7.85Z 

' Increase 



To arrive at an increase for fiscal year' 1978 over fiscal year 1$77 (the year 
for which the latest unit*cost data is available), the following assumptions 
wefe utilized: 



Revenue Source 

Student Tuition/Fees 
^tate Apprppriatibn 
Local Taxes 
TQtal 



Percent 
Increase 

4.00Z* • X 
3.66Z**' X 
4.69t*** X 



Percent / 
Revenue Source 
Of Total Re^/enues 

2QZ 
40Z 
40Z 



eV 



Weight e<j 
Percent- 
Increase . 

.0080 
.0146 
,0188 

.0414 or 4. 



14Z 



♦Estimated based on previous year^'s increases. 
**Based on an estimated averaged credit hour plus equalization grant of $19.69/credJ 
hour for fiscal year 1977 and average credit hout plus equalization of - 
$20.4l/cre<iit^ hour for fiscal year 1978. 
.***Based on the following: , * 



Fy76 Levy Against 1975 EAV 
Collected in FY78 

JY77 Levy Against 1976 EAV 
Collected in FY78 



Percent 
Taxes 
Lected 



Percentage EAV 
• Increase 



21Z 
22.79Z 



z 

X 



3.52Z 
8.67Z 



Weighted 
Factor Of 
Increase 
.02718 , 
.01976 



\ .0A69A 

. . ■ - >/< (- 

Thus, -by applying the projected fiscal year 1,979 increase of 7.^5% to the 
projected fiscal year 1978 increase of A.IAZ, a two-year projected increast 
of 12. 3Z may be applied t,o the fiscal year 1977 unit costs to obtain a 
fiscal year 1979 projected unit cost. . 
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The Fiscal Year 1979 Operatiag Budget Requeals * 

Illiaois Commuaitv College Board--Svstem^ Budget . ^ 

Table 2 presents a sunnnary of applicatioi^ of the Ad Hoc Finance Committee- 
principles and methodologies to the** (Jata^ received .in the ICCB offices. This 
computation shows that the state share of total resource requirements would 
be $130,742,169 for all grants to colleges for FY' 1979T" , , . 

Appendix A presents tl^c unit cost dat4 received thus fay in' the itCB 
offices, by district and by in3tf uctioaal category. Xable 3' translates these 
unit costs into cjedit hour grant rates for each of tfee •proposed five funding 
categories. It should be noted that the i/nit costs for fiscal year 1977 do 
include $1.86 per semester credit hour for the cost of non-credit public 
service activities so that, as in the' past* two y^ar?, tWe state wiU share 
indirectly in the cost of such activities. Credit ^Jiour grant requests total 
$117;617,044. . 

Table 4 shows a computation of credit hour grants for both basic enroll- 
ments and enrollment growth. Enrollment growth is shown both for existing 
'and new programs. The ICCB staff is estimating enrollments to increase by 
4% in fiscal year 1978 and an additional 3.5% in fis*tal^year 1979 to a t;ptal 
a£ 177,324 FTE students in fiscal year' 1^9. Basic grants total $114,410,612 ^ 
while grants |or enrollment growth for elisting programs total ,$2,189,985 
and for new programis total $1,Q16,447. 

Tabl^ 5 presents an application of data r^eceived to the equalization - 
fdrmula recoimnended by. 'the Ad Hoc Finance Conmittee. iJt' should be noted that, 
in accordance, with the Committee's recommendation, certain districts have 
received . an akjustment in these calculations f<Mf 507o.of the tax collection 
losses in excess of the statewide average. A summary of tax collection losses 
is included in Appendix T. Equalization grants totaling $9,0^7,441 are to be 
distributed to nine districts, three less than in fiscal year 1978. 

Disadvantaged student funding is being recommended at approximately the 
same level as in fiscal yeat 1978, $4,115,973. While no^llocation of these 
funds is b^ng recommended at this time, the Ad Hoc Finance Committee along 
with the Council of Presidents anfl the Trustees Association, is working on a 
distribution method that would tak^ into ficcount some meaSxire of. educational 
disadvantagement. Preaiumably this would be some objective measure of student 
edticati()nal level. The $4,115,9,73 represents approximately 3.5% of the credit 
hour grant recommendation as proposed by the Ad flfci Finance Conmittee and i,s 
an 117. increase^er FY 1978. , / ' 



, AB/va 
12/19/77 
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Table 2 • , 

Illinois Community College *Board 
BASIC CALCULATIONS OF THE PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR^ 1979 FUND'INQ PLAN 

Resource Requirements •,. . 

» ♦ • • . . . 

• Projected FY 1979 Unit Cost, $61.81 ^ 
, Projected FY 1978 Enrollment 171^463 FTE 

Resource Requirements Based on FY 1978 Enrollments 
• Projected FY 1979 Enrollments ' , ' ' 177,324 FTE 

• Total* Enrollment Growth » 5,861 FTE 
Existing Program Enrollment Growth' 4,689 FTE 
Existing Program Enrollment Growtfi Resource Requirements 

• 'New Progr^ Enrollment Growth ^ ^ 1,172 FTE 

New Program Enrollment Growth Resource Requirements • 
Total. Resource Requirements 



$317,943,841 



$ 6,086,369 

$ 2,825,211 
$326,855,421 



Sources of Projected Revenues 

Local Share of Resource Requirements (? 50% 
Stat^Federal Share of Resource Requirements Q 50% 



$163,427,711 
$163,427,711 



Composition of 507. State/Federal Share 

Total State/federal Share 

Less: Federal and Other State Share 

(10% 'of Total Resource Requirements) 



$163,427,711 
$ 32,685,542 



ICCB Grants "(401 of Total Resource Requirements) 



$130,742,169 



AB/va 

11/23/77 ■ • ^ 
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IllinoU ComMnlty^CoUege Board • 
PROPOSED CREDIT W)UH GRANT RATES FOR' TWS FIVE WSfRUCTlOHAL CA1>ZX)R1I':S TOR FY \W 



IUccil»ure«te 



Occu patlmnal 



Estlpated FT 1977 Het Instructional Unit Cost 

Add: estlMted rV 1977 Public Service Unit Cost ^ , v 

iitiiMted FY 1977 Unit Cost (Net Initnictlonal snd Public Service) 
Add: InfUtlon.ry Increase fro- FY 1977 to FY <1^2.31) ^ 

ESl«ated FY 1979 Unit Cost (Net Instructional and Public Service) 
Less: Adjusl^i^nt for Knroll»i?nt DlfferenWaJ • , „ , . 

Adlilst*! FY 1979 Untt Cost (Net li^structlonal andTubllc Service) 
j^aa ; ST-ndard Locst Contribution (Not Including DAVTE Cr^nt^) 
Less-. .OAVTE Grants • ' 

Ufsai Other ICCBCrants 
...CiEUIT MDUR GRANTS 



$ 


$ 50.83 


1.86 ' 


1.86 


'56.33 . 


52.69 


6.93 


e.48 


63.26 


59.17 


.38 


.35 


62.88 


58.82 


35.30 


35 .'^ 


-0- 


2.94 


2.47 


2.47 


25.11 


18.11 



Technlcsl 
OcrupaT lofial 

. fi 64.32 
1.86 
66.18 ^ 
• 8.14 
74.32 

..M ' 
73.88 
35.30 
5.89 
2.47 
* 30.22 



llaaUli 


Ccner*l" 


d 


Occupat 1 qiid 1 


Stiidl©3_ 


Avera^f_. 


$ 82.68 


$ 39.89 


$ 53.18 


1.86 




1.86 


8'».54 


•41.75 


55.04 


10.40 


5.14 


6.77 




46.89 


6V.81 


.56 


.^8 


.3; 


94,38 


46.61 


61.44 


35.30 


3^.30 


^ 35.30 


.^ 9:81 


-0- 


1.56 


. 2,47 


2.47 


2.47 


^ 46.80 


" 8.8*. 


22.11 



171,463 (FtE) : 
4,689 (F^E) i 



c -Hx^implc HKW ourollmont Mslc '"^^^ ^ 

^ Existing 
Orowth 
New 
' Grovth*^ 



/ 



J^172 (ifTE) * 
177,^324 PTF Enrollment 



fimic ' • » l.O 
RxUt^lng 

Gro%fth « 0.7 
New ^ 

Growth = 1.3' 



Adjusted: 171 ,463 X 1 H) /- 1^1,463 . ' 

4,689 X 0.7N f 3,282 
l,W2 X I.3N .1.524 

j. 176,269* Adjust^ed Enrollment (FTE) 

I [ ' ' * / ' • ' ^ 

' dstlonale- If Unit dst Is calculated u.lng the 176,269 FHi «i erroneous calculation " 
r''"""^^ llnllt. n^arefora the above ^nt loned adjust^nt Is used- to c««p«nsate for^ih. -roll..ni 

inrrojine froa 171 463 to 177.324 and the re^ultsnt sdjustncni facCora. • J^. 

fur the FY 1979 piojectlon^ ^ - ^^^^^^ 



6Kfl_X 3q_X_l76^69 
\ - 17 7", 324 X 30 



Hie av^rai-r shovn hara Is tjlffercnt 
^Inifr met lonal r«t«r>rlcs In the Unit 
(Avp^Aillx 5). Secauae non-spport lor 
and A^itiUx B •lao shows the FfR fc 
Catenary FTE wer« tlwsf; usod In making/ 



in Appendix A beci^use the 'Vnrollswnt alx ^n the 
blTicly differed fn« that of th* 197^ lnst«:octlonal Categories 
im (e g ro«n«?ilty Sarvlce-) are l4icludod In rfce Unit Cost Study 
h Abportlortnent payaants were made In FY 19/1, instructional 
prelections to 178.324 fTK (lA. 1^.7^^ X 1.04 1 1.035 - 177,324). 
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Illinois CoB«unit7 College Joard 
PROPOSED BASIC ENRQLLMElll GRCMTl^ CREDIT HQUR GRANT FUNDING 



.Baccalaureate 

Business Occupational 
"Teciiaical Occupational 

Health Occupational 

Gene):al Studies 
' Total/Average 



Bactalavlreate 
Business Occupational 
Technical: Occupational 
Health Occupational 
Qene^al Studies 

Total/Ava^jag* 



Basic • 
FTE 
(171.463) 



,420 , 



81 
'25 

19,831 
W48 

37T753 
171,463 



Existing 
Program 
Grcfwth 
. FTE 

(4,689) 

2,222 
' 695 . 

542 

212 
1,018 ^ 
4,689^, 



JFY 1978 



Basic 
Credit • 
Hours 

2,436,93.0 
762^600 
594,930 
. 232/440 
1,116,990 
5^143 ,890 



Existti 
Program 
Gro»;th 
Credit. 
P Hours 

66,660 
20,850 " 
16,260 
6,360 
30,540 
140,670 



FY -1979 



Rates , 

25,26- 
•18.22 
'30.50 
47.08 
8.89 
,22.24 



Rates 

17.68 
12.75 
21.28 
32,96 
6.22 
15.57 



Total 

Dollars 

$61,556,852 
13,894,572 
18J385,872 
10,943,275 
9,930,041 
$114,410,612 



Total 
Dollars 

$ 1,178,549 
■ 265,838 
346,013 
209j6fl6 
189,939 

$^.^,189,585 



FY 1979 



- Baccalataifeate . 

Bxisiae,ss Occupational ' 
Technical^Dccupatioaal , 
',■9^ Health Occupational 
General Studl-es , 
Total/Average 



Overall Totals/Averages 



Nev 


✓New 


Pr'Qgratt 


nrogram 


Growth " 


;Growth 


FTE ^ ■ 


Credit 


(1,172)* ' 


Hours 


' 554 


" , 16.620 , 


174 


• 5,2lO 


136 


4,080 


53 


1,590 


255 


7,650, 


1,172 


35,160 ' 




5,319,7ft 







*FY 1977 Cfedit Hours Paid 1977 

^>rojeeted Perpeat Increase. FY 19t6 (4Z) ' 
, ^ojccted Percent Increase FY 1979 $3.5Z) 



Rate 



32.84 
23.69 
39.52 
61 ..20 
11.56 
28.91 

22.11 




$ 545,801 
123,662 
161, 2A2. 
97,308 
88,434 
1,016,447*',. 

$117,617,044 



164,738 (See Appendix B) 
X 1.04' ^ . 

X 1.0J5 . ^ 
*177,3t24 Projected FY 1979 FTE 



AB/va-12/16/77 
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Table S 



lllifSoie Cofmunity College Board 



FISCAJ. YEAR 1979 SPRCIAL ASSIStANCB 
( EQUALIZATION) FUNDING FOR ILLINOIS 

PUBLIC 'co^t1UNm collegrs 



(I) 



0UC. 










Dtatriclf NAMe 


1976 VAV 




501 




$ 486,885, 


351 


502 




4,034,232.680 


503 


BUck ttewk 


1,254,158,^99 


504 


TrItXMi 


2,077,487,487 


505 


ParVland * 


1,602,526 


380 


506 • 


Sunk Vflley, 


604,i)57,.690 


507 


IVviivllle^ 


539,820,486' 


^oa 


Chicago 


12,566,512 


918 ' 


50$ 


Rlgin 


924,824 


968^ 


51Q 


ItiprnLon 


1,074,439,729 


511 


^ Rock Valley 


1,605,432,494 


512 


Uii« K»in«*y llarper 


2;476,466,*^l ' 


•il3 


llllmitii Valley * 


1,097,312 


,937 


5U 


Illl^ndU Central 


2,224,185 


303 




Prairie' State 


' 850,711 


5/tO 


^ SM 


Wau^>nsee 


973,898j989 * 


517 


I^ke tAnd 


1,041,028 


089 


51 • 


Carl Safidbiirg 


788,181 


642 


S19 


Highland ^ 


393,437 


319 


520 


Kankakee 


684,874 


488 


c 521 


Rend Lake 


322,731 


,289 


522 


Belleville 


1,431,697 


,777 


523 


Kifltiwnitkee 


460,271 


364 


524 


ftoraino Valley 


1,690,347 


,316 


525 


Joll^t' 


2,122,010 


,220 


52| 


^ - Lincoln Land 


1,636,885 


,154 


527 


^ " Norton , *^ 


642, /•09 


,301 


52i 


Hcltonry " 


668,560 


,774 


5B9 


itlinoU R.nfitern 


^565, 584 


,091 


530 


Jolin A. l4>gan 


424,298 


,104 


' 531 


Shawnee * 


235,071 


,514 


532 * 


L«ke Cotinty 


1,514,084,869. 


513 


Sotttli«n8tpm 


210,998,882^ 


534 


SpO«n River . < 


445,600 


,621 - 


535 . 


Oaklon ' / ' 


1,782,515 


,587 


536 


Uwla & Clark 


9»2,55l,lJl 


337 


RichlaAd ^ 


839, W2 


,349 


539 


John Ifood 


502>571.289 ; 




l^tal 


_$53^;7/^867 













{ 2^ 


f 31 
1976 KAV 


I •/ s 

EAV/Fm Adlimr*H * 

mAT/ k flu 


f 5) 


{6V 


sy 1 Q*7 7 


Pa r FY 1 Q 7 7 

rer « s lyi i 


Var SAT nf l^v 


f 1 A 

(jO 1 uan R 




Jin*ui8».r ir t, 


xn^uivcriiCt 


^/t 1 1 • f* f nn l^aa 


jc ,0019 


6556 Mi oit* 

y-'-'^' rll liU9 


o t*nDK* r lb 


& Chbk. ra 


til ftmr un t t 

um. 1 1 e r en i !■ i 


^l9e) 


1 unin J 


1 381 


$352 560 


$352,56^ 


8 


y 


8 075 


499,595 


^ 499,595 






4 [603*^ 


272,465- 


^ 272.465 


518 


38 


%6,914 


300,475' 


296,479 






2 •-962 


541 028 


541 ,028 






I 920 


314 613- 


314,613 






1 .885k!*^ 
51,01?* 


286 377 


286 377 ' 


544 


12 


, 246 130 


235^676 


448 


108 


2 466 


375 030 


375 030 






4^337** 


247 738. 


247,156 


470 


86 


3 450 


465 343 


465,343 






6 092 


406,511 


•» 40Q 311 






• 2 178 


503 817 
437 9f8 


503,817 






5 079 


437 9l8 




% 


2 674 


318 142 


317 108 






^» iin 

C , JIU 


421 60t 


421 601^*-^^^ 








•fOt ,D3 J 


461 653 






1 IRS 


SAO nAA 


569 084 






1 242 


>316 777 


316 777 






1 757 


389 798 


389,798v 






I 375^ 


234 714 


• 234 714 


446 


ilo 


4 750 


301,4H>| 


301,410 
^334,49^ . 






1 376 


334 499 






5,352 


315^835 


313,924 






4,633 


, 458,021 


458,021 






' 2,756 


593,935 


593,935 


> 




1 ,763 


3^4,401 


364,401 






^ W350 


495^230 


495,230 






4,572** 


123,706 ' 


123,706 


295 


321 


1,535^ 


276,416 


276,416 


525- 


31 


1,090** 


215,662 


215,662 


410 . 


- 146 


4,309 


951,377 


35^;377 


■A 




946** 


223,043 


223,043 


424 


132 


736 


605,436 


605,436 






3,260 


546,784 


. 546^784 






2,694 ' < 


364,718 


. 364,718 






1 ,064 ) 


788^96 


788,696 « 






975 ^ 


' 515*457 


515,457 
• 







Frojeatedg 
WX 79 In- 



4,626 



1,853 
57,239 

4,444 



(8) 

Col. 6 X Col. 7 
Total E'|ii«U7a> 
tlon Grants 



175,788 



22,236 
6,181,812 

382,184 



1,403 



, 154. J30 



5,395 
1,700 
l,?U) 

1,038 



1,731,795 
52,700 
179,580 

137,016 



$9.017,441 



a - Aa re|K>r.tf*<t 1q Table 3.1 frooi llA^UVCC. , 

h " Actual VH 1977 in-d^sirict >TP takrn ficm apportioranent clalma recorda. * ' » ^' * 

t - C:llcn|ated l.asfd on 10th D/iy Ciirollairnt in FY 1978 ind a aLamlard 3. 51 Incrcaft* for FY 197? except for Chicago which wn projected at lF.2I tor the two year prrfod. 



C(|«i.'«Hratlon granta aie provided lo tlialrlLts whoae equ.illzrd asae<iffed valuation per in-ftiatritt. PTE atudont Vgffblw that vltich Id necessary to rat^f a ar^ndar^ aimiunt of 
'local tax rrvcmtc.pfr student wjicn-i utaiidard lax rate in applied. The atandnrd amount of local tax ,revcnuc p^^studciit la $55$ (307. of thf projertdt FY 1979 ftrl 1 nst rucr^ou^ 
MAlt coat prr »'fK attKf(«nr, ie. $61.81 x 30 x .30). Uta liiaiidard tax rate la the ncdi^n tax rat*^ of 19c l**' '- Ic Tot Pitl>H4 S«^rvfi-<* <18<*>. , 
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Illinois Community CollggeT Board— State Community College o'f East St. -Louis 



I The fiscal year 1979 budget represents estimated rev^jraes and^ costs 

^ required' to support educational programs and services at State Comqpnlty , 

College of East St, Louis with <fnly a negligible Increase ik state appropriated funds 
Each category of revenues and expenditures, for fiscal year 1977 and fiscal . 
-year 1978 was Scrutinized and evaluated In ter^ of assessing f iscal year 
1979- institutional needs/ In general, the philosophy behind. the submission 
of this 'budget request Is to Incorporate the Illinois Compinity College Board mandate** 
'of bringing the s^ester creclttrhour unit 'cost of. State Community College within 
no higher 'than the highest unlt^ cost for fiscal year 1977 of comparable community \ 
cblleges In the state. In a recent study completed by consul^t, Mr. Gerald 
Smith, It was suggested that $75 peY semester credit hour costr should be the I 
goal in lieii of. a $92 per semester credit hour coat as exemplified by budget ' 
data from the last three fiscal years. , j 

. . * Implicif in the presentation of the fiscal y^r 1979 preliminary budget 
is a ^Smmitment to gradually, reduce the semester bredit hour cost without 
deci^easing quality of services to students. 

* ' To accomplish the goal of^ q>iality services at a reduced cost, the National 
,^and St. touis All-Items Consumer Price Indices of 23.4^ and (^5. 6% respectively used tc 
" ' provide ratidnale and, 'justification for an increasing cost, 'the 23.4%, ^' 
25;6%> as well as aji 8% inflation factor compounded for three years (since FY76) Was 
calculated to- select a ran^e from which. to adjust the $75 cost- to a closer 
^ ajpraximation of additional dpllars» required .to purchase edupational goods 

and services in fiscal year 1979. These conversion factors equated to 
. $92.55 ($75 X 1.234);- $94^20 ($75 x 1.256); and $94.48 ($75 x 4.2597 . 
respectively. Based on these calculations, it was determined 
' that an adjusted cost of $92-$94 would be more realistic in matching revenues ^ 
/ , to dollars for payment. The budget is conservately projepted at a semester 

y • cvei^Z hour cost of $92.91 obtained by using the total budget figure of 

$i, 910, 000 divided by- 63,090 quarter credit hours x *667 to Support a leveling 
trend in enrollment utilizing the following .assumptions: 

. J., Enrollment .for the 1978-79 academic year will remain at a +100 
PTE o*f 1,500 until new campus facilities are built attracting 
ii^more students' and 'the repayment of financial aid funds is 
^ ■ resolved. 

2. SCilftaining state appropriated revenues compaj^able to fiscal year 
1978; that is, approximately- $3, 910, 000^ Biay P"vide adequate 
' - . Qpera^ting funds if sufficlAit local tuition revenues are generated. 

^ 3. Local revenues must generate a minimum. of $376,000 plus the 

$3,534,000 for a total budget amount of" $3,910,000^ without affecting 
, College programs. 




4. With a sustaining bbdget, 3^alary increases for employees would 

have tlo be obt^ed by decreasing cost in such areas as equipment, 
contingencies; and $39,00(J from ICCB line^ item salaries. 

. .30 
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5y A sustaining budget is, in facti, a decreasing unit cost when, 
/ (a) additional dollars are not approved or requested when the 
/ cost of goods and services are^ increasing and (b): State Community ^ ^ 
! ^ College hadlrtfb absorb for fiscal yeaif 1978 and fiscal year 1979 ^ 
$100,000 of disadvantaged student grant c<yst and. an- internal 
auditor 'slfalary, of $20,000 for fiscal year 1979. ' > 

6. If the 2% of total ljudget provision for contingencies is not' 
mandatory and ICCB;^ $19^,000 ($39',0Q0 - $20,000 for internal 
auditor) can be utilized, suf f itfient ^funds for a cost-of-living 
, increase can be- given with a $3,543,000 dtate appropriated 
/ budget which Included $90,000 more -in .matching futids. 

Table 7,- Co lumn> C, > shows that by reducing funds as allocated. in fiscal 
year 1978 for fiscal year 1979 for equipment and contingencies that .approximately 
$101,000 pl^s ICCB^s $19,000 would provide $120,000 for a .cost -of -living ' 
increase; or $120,000 less $19,000 for only $101^000. .A*5% across-the-board • 
cost-of-living increase on $2,412,000($2,392,000 + $20,000 x .05) ^equals 
$120,600. To analyze other adji^ta^nts that have been ro^d^ to reach* the goal 
of a reducinft^hit cost, see Table 7. %^ , . 

Table 7 is pbeftented/ to show tKe significant differences between each 
budget at the bejinni^g of ^ the fiscal year. Column A compared with Column fi 
provides a decrease of $188,597, as shown in Colnimn AA for full/part-time 
personnel serr^ices. Whereas, Column B when compared to ColiBim C. reflects 
an increase of/ $146,455, the amount given. as staff increased for fiscal year. 
1978 plus tj>e internal auditor's salary. The $188,597, shows a reduction^ in : 
full/part-time personnel s^iej^iced'^'f or fiscal year 1978 as indicated in Golumn B 
less cost-of-living im:reases of approximately $126,445. The decrease . 
($188,597) ocQurred due to attrition,' cAncellel positions; and'unf illed' 
positions. The/impact,^ of this decrease ^would be distorted if cost-of-liyin§^ 
increases for fiscal year 1978 (Column fe) had been included in the 
full/part-t^e line item. Another view, is that there was an overall net 
decrease of $74,,787:in personnel services. Except for (A) ,each full-time 
line item under personnel services for (B) and (C) gives the budgeted salaries 
befo^ cost-of-living increases. In Column A, salary increases are included 
in thjft full/part-tim|^f line item because it provides a realistic comparison 
and a* base figure tor delineate chan^e^ror. fiscal- year 1978 and fiscal-year 
1979. ^ . • . 

In a final analysis, if local education "revenues are not generated as. 
projected, further reductions decreasing unit cost woulx^ocoMr by- Controlling 
and making budgetary. revisions. ^ - • , / * 



23 



< 



Illinois 'Commuglty College Boar4-^ Central Office Budget 

.In FY 1979 tHe ICCB plans to oaKe^only modest changes within/ the IQCB 
» office operation in Springfield. First, sevieral positions eliminated 
with the reduction in responsibilities for the State Conxmunity College of East 
St. LouiS' as a resiilt of the passage of legislation 'to establish , a new ' 
governing board for SCC. Secondly, one new Accounting Clerk II position ^jjf^^^ 
be added frofli general revenue funds to enable existing staff to do more '^'^ 
auditing of state funding claims in the cotmmmity colleges* Third, three 
existing positions funded from special grants from the Governor's Office of 
Manpower and Human Development for CETA Manpower TrainLog Programs in the 
community colleges would be transferred tb general revenue funds. . The n^t 
effect of thefie three changes is a redxiption in the total ICCB office staff^ 
frcm 35 persons in FY 1978 to 33 persons" in ^ 1979 but^resul'ts in an increase' . 
in ICCB offiie staff paid directly from general revenue funds for the ICCB 
office* from 29.t0v^3 persons. In order to pzdvide these services, it is also 
necessary tOr^incre^rse the supporting elements such as travel, . contractual 
services, ' printing, and commodities for these above positions. 

" ' • ^- - ' • n ' 

The ICCB office is also attempting to refine the M.I.S. system that nas 
-^een utilized over the p^st three to four years. Requests throughout the ' 
comatunity college systexnf ahd from federal and state s.oU^ces have caused us • 
to ag^n look at our system and propose additional refinements so that these 
reqitests can be met, 

FY78 FY79 
Appropri- Budget 
atiotf s Request 

Personal Services ' - - $465,059 $586,316 

Additional funds are being included in the general revenue 
fund line item, for Personal Services to transfer fotxr positions 
currently funded from oth^ sources to GRF. Three of these positions * 
are currently being fundicFout of CETA funds provided by the Governor's * 
Office of Manpower and Humati I^^elopment. The ICCB plans to include 
these positions within the ICCSTof f ice -on a permanent basis. These 
positioijLS are: Economic Development Officer; Interagency Coordinator 
for CETA Programs; Secretary III, Transcriber to support the above 
positions. It Is also necessary for the ICCB to add an Aoc^ount Clerk'' 
II' position so that o\xr present audited will 'be given additional time 
so that he may condi2ct field auditss An additional position was added 
during FY 1978 to provide a secretary for the Deputy Director and this 
^ position woul^d be continued in F? 1979. . . ^ ' ^ 

These five positions to be funded will require approvimately $84,^000 
in fiscal year 1979. The ICCB slAtt is also recommending an 87. / > 
salary Increase for an administrative aiid civil service employees. 
This .increase comes ti^ an additional $40,000. ' (See Appendix K f or ^ 
detail.) 
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Contractual Se'rvices 
ApproxiiDa4fely $19,000 additiofial funds are being Included 
in fiscal year 1979 for Contractual Services, ^ These funds 
will provide for. the Xerox 9200. machine, increased* expense 
for the, ICCB Legal Counsel, andean additional $3,000 for 
the operation 3^ ti^e ICCB Economic Development Grant 
program. (See Appendi^ L for detail.) [ 

♦ * 
Travel , ' . ^ ^ 

An $8,000^ increase ±i necessary in the line item foi Travel, 
since new Higher Education Travel regulations have been 
implemented requiring increased costs. for hotel/motel/' 
lodging, ; meals, and per diem. Within l;his $8,000 is^ < 
$5,000 for travel for the Economic Development Officer 
and the Ii^eragency Coordinator for CfiTA Programs . , 



• FY78 
Ajpproppl- 
aVt^ 




^179 
Budget 
Requ^^t 
$.99,103 



25,000 



33,000 




Printing . 

Equipment • , . , 

. Commodities, Printing, and Equipment have received 'nominal! 
increases due to increased costs of coimnodities and costs, 
necessary to print the ICCB Bulletin through the Department 
pf Administrative S.ervices. Equipment is being Increased 
by $1,000 to provide the ICCB with means to trade obsolete 
typewriters' and transctiption equipment. ''^ . 

Telecomflmnications • . ' . 

Telecommunications is being increased approximately $3,000 
to supplement the ICCB budget for actual costs of telecota-- 
munications for the past three yfears. ^In the past, the 
ICCB has provided funds from the State Community College 
budget to meet costs which average approximately $1,200 
per month . ^ ^ * ' 

« - • 
Electronic Data Prdtcessing • ^ 
Electronic Dafta Processing is being increased by approxijap^tely 
$10,000*to provide 81 salajry increases for. EBP personnel. An 
additional $5,000 to the. University of Illinois for computer 
,tlme and $2,000 for equipment rental on d&ta processing, 
hardware is being requested. ^ (See Appendix 'I for detail.) 

Management Information System i 
The ICCB M.I.S. System has been implemented and rln' operation 
for the past four years. Plajid for design refinements are 
necessary at this time to provide for basic external informa- 
tion for federal and state repKortlng. Since the installation 
of these modules tt\^ee .ye^s ago^ requirements for certain, 
data not presently automated 'has increased to the extent 
that in order to meet these needs, refinements of the basic 
p^M.I.S. System are warranted. (See Appendix G for detail.). 



8,500 
2,000 
1,000 



9 ,.000 
5,500 
2,000 



13,65Q 



16,500 



94,095 



104^819 



-0- 



.$4^150 



"^ Retirement (18*297o of payroll) 



31,400 



115,367 



0^ 
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FY78 • FY79 

Aippropri- Budget 

at Ion Request 

$ -0- ■" $ 25,000 



Rfesearchi i) , - ' , ' 

Two Tesearch projects, of utmost importance within the . 
community college syspem are development of a statewide 
impact study of community colleges on students, and an 
impact study pf coumunity- colleges upon the economy. 
The •$25,000 woul/ci^ Pl^jyide funds ^or pilot studTies to include 
several community colleges within both of thefee areas and 
the results of these studi^ would be published and . 
•disseminated Tstatewide'. ' (See Appendix' Hfor detail.') 



•-0- 1,500,000 

Economic Development 

Ari additional $1 ,500«000,'.in a separate line item (TSble 8^ f or 
Economic Development PJ.anning grants and tuition waivSrs 
for empfbyees of new or expanding business and*.industty 
in the-State of Illinois is being planned ($1,000,000 for 
planning grants and $500',000.f or tuition waivers) . C§^e 
Appendix Mfojr detail.) . . . • , ' 

Federal. State, and Private Grants ^ "O" 100,000 

ike ICCB.office now has legislative authority to receive 

grants from federal, state, or private soUrces. Solicitation 

of tnese grants has begun. by the, ICCB staff* Since these . 

funds must be appropriated, we are including an amount of 

$100,000 to be appropriated for these proposals. Appendix J 

indicated what type o-f grants apd for what purposes tUese fynds 

Vill be solicited. • • ' ^ 

- Table 8 suntorizes the Ill^noik Comnunity College Board office budget 
request for FY 1979 as compared to pest yearsT appropriations. 



s 
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Ttblt 8 

Ullnois COBPwm Icy 'College Board 



corlcal Years 



Object r/iassif ication 
A oaroorntgd Sc ate Fundi 
ICCB 6iilc« Opericioot: ^ 
Personal Servyres 

Contractual Senricea # 
Travel 
CoMKMiitles 
Printing 
Equipment 

Te 1 e e omuni c a s 
tUicronic Dat» ProceaaV»s: 

Person*! Senrlces 

Rencal of P^ulp^nt 

Prof. 4 Tech. Servlcea 

Tabulation ^enrlce 

Central Procesa 

Printing i SuppUet 
Sufa-tot;»l Office Op««tlotta 
Retirement 
Sub-total Operactona 
Statewide ronifcunlty Collene Man*iR«nc 
- Hin«ges«nc Information System: 
^ Personal Services 

Contractual Servlcea 
FrelRhc 
Repaira 

Rental ^ ' ' , 

Prof, i Tech. 
Central Procaaa. 

Other ' r 

Travel 
PrlntlnR 
fOModlcles ^ 

Fqulp«enc '• *' 

' Rental of Equlp«mt 
Je I e common I c a 1 1 ona 

b-Total MIS 



74-75 



S)5l.O) 
S8.3O0 
15.00(J^ 

623 
0,923 

31.056 
3.31* 
- -0- 
4.375 

• 7.955 

$498,077 
14.800 



75-76 



7^-77 



Current 
Year 
77-7B 



►^389.625 $633,730 
65.743 74.446 
16.872 .17.989 
6.510^ 
2.873 , ' 2.500 
1,363 ^^^5 
9.991 17.893 



35.609 
13.322 
5.948 

-0- 
1.213 
> 1.132 
S550.200 
12.100 



31.575 
17.033 
3.767 
-0- 
21.P34 
2,464 
$634,055 
17,600 



$512,877 5562. 30« $651,655 




^t;.t ;t Cc— ^' ■^T Collage Office Budget 

Personal Servlcea 

Equipment 
All Other 
Sub-total sec 

UtifHDendi» «i yap^ad Fuada 

y yp^CtTA Fuoda 

Personal Sarvlcaa 
Equl pment 

Pcooomlc Drwalopmant Grant 
All Others 
^ub- total COIWD-CETA Fuada 

9thT Fuo^gd Qparatlona 

Federal 4 Ptlvats Cranta 
Economic Oevalopmeoc Grant 

Sut>TOTAtr RE^/EHUE 



8.148 

92 

i 501 
35 

52.064 
2.034 
105 
497 
664 
1,102 
256 
12.106 
2,396 

80,000 
-0- 



-400 

291 
-0- 
8.5*8 

70,150 
18»065 
-0- 
64D 
1.905 
-0-* 

-A- 

-n- 

99 , 999 
-0- 



-0- 

-0- 
-0- 
.0- 

14.125 
-fU 

-0- 
875 
-0- 



-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
«0- 
-0- 



-5- 

•0- 



- ^ -0- 
641,695 



-0- 

-0- 

-0- 



-0-* 
-0- 

-0- 

713.110 



$ 465,059 
80,096 , 
25,0^0 
8,500 
2.nno 
1. 000 
13.600 

42.425 
19.080 
-0- 
-n- 

• 30.000 
* 2.570 
$ 68^,400 

31.400 

$ 720,800 



-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 
-0- 

-0- 

-0- . 
-TW 
-0- 
-0- 



15 




Burtcet 
Year 
78-70 



5i».Jl6, 
9f.lO? • 
33.0«> 
9,000 
5,500 
t,OO0 
16,500 

45,819' 
2r,0O6 
• -0- 
-0- 
•35,000 
3,000 

f5*;t>8 



115.367 
$ 971.605 



46,375 
925 
5.500 
52.800 



-0- 
-0- 
57.5f^n 

B.500 
-n- 

4,000 

-o- 

1.750 
7,500- 

5.0O0 

""84. 250 
25,000 



-0- 

-b. 

-0- 
-Or 



773 



4. 



11,755 

-0- 
1.654 
14.409 



•0- 

14',409 
743,464 



57,000 

-0- 
150.000 
20.584 
'227,584 



-0- 
-0- 



f 0. 

1.080.855 



-0- 
• 0- 
-0- 

500. W 
500.000 



IOC ^000 
1,000.000 



227,584 ^ 1,600,000 
1,001^184 7,6^0,355 



AB/va 

12/12/77 
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^ Illinois* Consnunity: College Board 

SUMMARY TABLE 
FY 1979* OPERATING BUDGET- REQUEST 



Comiualty College Grants i 



Basic Grants 
^ , Existing Growth XSr^nts 

New Progl: am Growth <5rant8 ^ 
Credit Hour Grants 
Disadvantaged Grants 
^ Equal ization , Grants 

Resource Requirements 

iNote: /This differs with Table 2 because of 
rounding error in computations in Tables 3 and 4 
The ma^jfftude of the rounding error is .00006) 

State Community College of East St. Louis : 

l6CB Central Office: 



$114,410,612 
2,189,985 B 
1,016,447 



117,617,044 
4,115,973 

9>017.441-^ 

$13p,750,458- 



$ 3,534,000 



Basic Operations 
Research 



Total General Revenue Fund" Request for FY 1979 for 
Comnunity College System " 

i» 

'General Revenue Request for Economic Development 
* Grants for FY 1979 

Federal and Private Grants for FY 1979 

.TOTAL APPROPRIATION REQUEST FOR FY 1979 



971,605 
109.250 



$ 1,080,855 
$135,365,313 

1,500,000 
100.000 
$136.965.313 



12/16/77 
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Xllloolt fiMiiitty Colltgt BoAxd 

jrn NET QISTIUCTIONAL UHIX COST BT INSIXUCTIOHAL nOGS(AM 
AUSA CONVEEXED TO THE SIDTOED 5 FUNDING CATBCOaXES 
POa lUDOZS PUBLIC CO>tflJMXTY-COLZZCES ^ 



icy 



B«ce. 



Bu«la««« 



T«ch. 



Av«r«f«« 

All 





9 55.46 


7 ^ — 

$'55.96 


% 66.03 


% 73.22 


$ 57.39 * 


3 59.*27 






52.48 


60.42 


108.63 - 


73 76 


57.11 




-»— 


.51.33 


65.66 


76.97 


53.05 


57.18 


MS »»rkl.fia 


55.60 


— sr?? 


— IHr- 

" ii.vT 


75'.9^l 


53 25 


5i 22 




53.4« 


51.66 
5IL67 


52.17 


113.46 
^ 69.75 


79.71 
52.81 


64.74 
54.49 


507 IWavtll. 


48.03 


48^83 


71.33 


70,78 


43.39 


52. 6i 


50fl ChlMtO CltT » 


56.81 


53.84 


58.97 


87-73 


13 25 




509 fl«l« 




4d.Tl 


66.32 


viyr- 


49. S 


54.58 


510 ThMBr«B 


59.96 


52.22 


66.17 


' 75.87 


50.21 


in 


511 l^ck VaUm 






45.78 


65.58 


80 34 


45 54 




512 Villlm HAmr 






SftT! 




W.15 


52. n — 


59. 55' 


5U IlllBAlA VaIIct 


51.64 


il 70 


61 4& 


A? 19 




i2.4l 


514 IllifMi4a c^netal 


59,63 


51.45"/ 


72.50 


98.71 




Pi . ou 


515 Vrairla Stftta 


53.43 


46,72 


' 54.15 


92.67 


AA 1 0 


< ( 


SU VmiImmm. 

517 IW 


53.58 
48.15 


^55.90 


72.02 


81.88 


49.26 


5Mi 


Sli Carl S«Ddbun 
5W Hl^lAnd 


60.02 
64.23 


46.49 
57.64 


57,77 
63.23 


77.78 


4^.9i 

Jo.oi 


5t,i5 


520 iMkakM 

121 IfiMl Trtt 


49.70 
50.27 


58.23 
51.80 
48.06 


80.99 
78.36 
'51.21 


66.68 
92.58 


48.87 


« 6A.fl3 
5i.)5 


522 • Wll«inlU 


47.40 




58.78 


-0- 
90.91 


53.65 
49.18 


liM 

49.89 


523^ KUfamnikM 







62.97 


. U.U 





5i.I9 


524 Noraiii* V.IU* 


45.53 


43.26 


' 60.39 


83.13 


44.67 


47.32 


525 JolUt 


51.37 


49-69 


64.32 


108.56 


54r23 


55.21 


121 TitnCTin \mA 


*«.56 


55.15 


84.06 


114.49 




64.18 


527 Mortdo 


68.49 


59.76 


74.20 


88.54 


M— 


M.57 


528 HeBnrr 


60.12 


49.91 






64.57 


MJi 


529 IlliDoia EMCtn. 


19.71 


• 42.70 


44.90 


,61.97 


36.06 


41.34 


530 Job^A. LM«n 


51.32 


56.12 


91.41 


' 61.97 


45.26 


5i.l8-- 


^31 ShKii.« 


42.50 


5«.3a 


' 64:28 


34.43 


56.44 


49.95 


'532 L.1M OMinW 


49.77 


44.57 


63.64 


86.95 


' 44.47 


53,45 


a33_ SoaciMst^m 


54.53 


43.70 


60.67 


61.02 


. 48.08 


53.69 


534 flMOB Blv.r 


%JUM 


81.12 


lOfl.34 


92.68 . 


76.38 


88.79 


s3r--o«kt«. 


53.99 


60.'&6 


75.^1 




51.02 


57.13 


534 LMU Md CUrk 


«t71 


49.87 


70.85 


_iir.09 


54.89 • 


^.24' 


537 tlelil«iMi 


67-37 


70.15 


100.52 




71.54. 




539 Joha Ueoa 


61.40 


53.67 


57.89 


45.25 


27.93 


—m — 


AVIIACE 


% 54,47 


% 50.83 


% 64.32 


4 82.68 


9 39.89 


$ 52.89 



/• 



City Coll«g«fl of ChicAfo 
KxcMC CUSX ^ 9 56.81 

COSl (Only) * '0* 



All City Colltt^t 



56,81 



9 53.84 
53.84 



9 58.97 
-0" 

. '58.97 



^ 87.73 
>0- 

.87.73 



$ 61.09 
31.19 



? 57.81 

-w31.19 

46.^2 



AB:v« 



Appendix B . 
jhLimis cmtmNin couecr. roarI^ , 

aUDOW f LAHNTHa «t|T8H % > 
TOUL m UtO BT IWTtOCTlOIUL aUCOIt FOR ft 1977 



J 
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ERIC ^Z^" 

11/29/77 



* 








9ACC 








<w SERV 




All 
Of* 


* 9B 




9 91 *C 






1 «69t 


00 1 


mil Im 


4 1 #7 


1 , r 


PAJMCl AMD 


1 *#36 


304 




903 


'413 


507 DAMUILLP 


9B9 


.335 


90B CHICAOO 

^ V V Wd « Itf V 


1 8,649 


3 913 


307 CLOXN 


1 #31 1 


462 




2, 264 


677 


9tt ROCK VALLEY ^ 


1 #666 


, 676 


312* Un. RAINCY HARfE 


3,603 


^ , 393 


913 ILL 1 NO 11^ UALLCV 


1 1 423 


272 


914 11 L IMOIf CENTRAL 


2,617 


1,1 83 


919 PffAIRlE TTATE 


t ^ 703 


44A 


91 A UAItttUirEE * 


1 1 331 


9SA 


917 1 AKP 1 AMD 


1 ,343 


286 


918 rtUtt XAMDBIIRfi 


466 


^ 97T 


34 T niunwMiw 


636 


I A7 

1 0 r 




7aA 


«i 0 


9«1 ncNV LnWC * / 


0 Jo 


191 


322 ftCLLCVILLE 1 

^ VL LLLV4LLL j 


2,491 


909 


323 KIIHWAOKEE 


642 


231 


324 nORAlNE VALLEY' 


2,671 


1 4 091 


323 JOLXET 


2,306 


828 


326 LINCOLN LAND / 


1,972 


36r 


327 hORTON 


9!S6 


236 


328 MCHENRY 


7J1 


247 


32? ILLINOIS EAST£RN 


2,163 


. 373 


330 JOHN A, LOOAN ^ > 


603 


218 


331 IHAWNEE « ' 


471 


204 


332 LAKE COUNTY 


2,279 


944 


333 SOUTHEAITERI^ 


364 


203 


934 5P00N RIVER 


326 


93 


333 OAK TON 


2,266 


- 369 


334 LEWXl i CLARK 


t', 036 


623 


337 RICHLAND 


646 


142 


339 J0>4N W00|^ 


/ 320 


MO 




U,044 




iMMUicirr AojunHCMTi mxo in rt if 77 


/ 


50t Clii«4|o 






525 JolUfc 


2)0 ^ 






71, 27V 


24;489 



DATA PR6c / 

conn TECH / 



NAT ICI 
IND TEC^ 



HEALTH 
TECH 



RCnEDlAL OENERAL 
DEVELOP STUDIES 



61 


170, 




146. • / 


/ 3* 


626 


988 




172 * / ^ 


1 1 


1 10 


719 




201 / n 


47 


419 


760 




640 / / 


. 360 


114 


366 




296 / / 


32 


38 


229 


184 / / 


32 


61 


201 




72 / / 


37* 


1,288 


t , 186 


^ • 1,227 / / 


1 ,300' 


87 


230 




166 / / 


9 


124 


103 




303 / / 


47 


93 


349 




166 / / 


107 


293 


300 




417 / / 


74 


* 33 - 


2,12 




149 / / 


23 


223 


333 


V 


336 / / 


61 


161- ^ 


306 




227 / / 


.9 


91 


226 




161 / / 


20 


72 


. 346 




127/ / 


17 


31 


233 




t44/ / 


8 


23 


( 133 




6y / 


12 


18 


137 




134 / 


•73 


17 


440 


n ■ 


BP / 


. 23 


210 


' 614 




22f7 / 


167 


32 


332 




41 / 


13 


170 


199 




243 / 


222 


IM 


•05 




11)4 / 


114 


73 


224 




1/47/ . 




72 


123 




Pi 


45 


43 


240 






. 20 


73 


939 








1 


. 86 • 








4 


206 








109 


470 






24 


17 


313 




l&O 


14 


17 


146 




/^3 


27 


14S( 






136 


142 , 


79 


2k7 




116 


31 


17 


100 




0 


13 


8 


237 




74 


22 


5,247 


U,784 




*V4 


^•727 



12 
5,)5) 



U,784 
I 



7,448 



3.7211 



TOTAL 
FV77 
FTC 



i A 


51 


1 , 363 


1 04 


237 


6, 244. 


99A 


« 1 01 


4 , 450 


4 A4 


347 


8,464 


155 


4B 


9 , 452 


i i A 


34 


1 « 950 


4 AO 

.1 ^« 


59 


1 ,9ya 




3 , 338 


51,013 


127 




2, 475 


'774 ' 

r r • 


143 


^■^^ 4 , 449 




87 


3 , 440 




J11> 


4 , 938 




1 6"^ 


« 2,213 


J Jr 


124 


5v419 




23 , 


2, 941 


1 B 1 


54 




78 


S7 




56 


72 


1, 325 '^J 


y 


50 


1,3« > 




77 


1 , 742 


63 


50 


1,910 


190 


152 


4,940 


1 97 


1 9 


1 , 499 , 


. 402 


193 


%.350 


407 


231 


5»I44 


f\ 




^ t TV J 


98 


42 


1 ,721 


69 


34 


' 1,349 


204 


435 


. 4,400 


71 


114 


1 ,901 


79 


1 VO 


\ 194 


360 


49 


4«908 


80»* 


10 


1 «329 


59 


24 


799 


240 


221 


. 3,727 


223 


90 


2,487^ 


44 


19 


1,029 


4 


1 1 


1,014 


^5,124 


4,f22 


l«4.757 


2,135 




2,1)5 


45 


30 


475 






m 


27,348 


4,f22 


U7»34f 
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'Appendix C - 
Illinois Conntanity College Board 




EQUALIZED ASSESSED VALUATION FOft' THE COhMUJirrY COLLBGES^OR Yl^^AI^ 

(AS REPORTED BY THE DEP^OteiENT bP LOCAE GOVERNMENT .AFFAIRS) 



Dlat. 
Wo. 

501 

502 

?03 

504 

505 

506 
♦507 

50^ 

509 . 

510 

511 

512 

513 

514 
. 515 

516 

517 

518-H 

519 

520 

521 

522 

523 

5 
5 

527 
' 5?8 
■" 529 




1^ 



.- 530 




District Name 

Kaskaskia 
e 

*Hawk~ 
TtIRq . ^ 
Parkland 
Saiik Valley 
Danville A 
Chicago Cil| ' 
. Elgin ^ 
Thornton 
Rock Valley 
Wm* Rainey. Harper 
.Illinois Valley 
Illinois Centra^ 
•Prairie State 
Waxibonsee 
{ak6 Land ^ ^ 
Carl Sdndburg \ 
Highland ^ . . 
• Kankakee , w 
" Rend Lake 
.Belleville • 
fCishvanke^' ' 
Moraipe Valley 

<^^^3^iet ' 

. Lincoln Land ' 
*ik>rt<jn • ' , 
McHcnry 

'Illinois Eastern 
^ John^A. Logan * 

Shawnee ^ 
^Lake County 
' Sovtheastera 
Spoon River 

ton ' 
thfrLfi & Clark . 
Richland' 
John Wood 

' , { ■ Total 



ERIC 



If 



:^ L. 



1975 
EquaHzed 
Aibessed c 

Valuation . 

$ 408, "889,498 
3,538,686;054 
1, 136, 276,838 
•2;005,792,556 
1,412,876,003 
565,337,716 
4941,^72,307 
12,230,755,456 
884,133,978 
l,050 , 98i|469 
l,i553,76 2,161 
2,165,797,280 
930,887,476 
2,086,162,046 
821,651,843 
935^246,7^6 
. • *^4,3lS;206 
. 670,672,019 
372,418,993 
616,637,209 
. - 263,990,665 
1,346,259,890 
404,796^5 
i;627,4fl^^l 
1,83,1', 622, 338 
1,422, 701, 917f 
646,765,439 
•1184,072,631 
481,011,583 
•351,059,610 
173,088^,524 
1,313,169,878 
WQ, 09^,053 
• 360^582,013 
l,.645,810,717 
880,395,999 
7§6,590,231 
453,241,433 
■$4^488,502,781 



■n .■ 



1976 
Equalised 
Assessed 
Valu at ion 

CO 

$ • 486,885,351 ^ 
4,034,232,688 
254; 158,399 
- 2,07t,487,487 
I *, 602, 526,38* - 
■ 604,057,690 
539,820,486 
" -12^66,512,918 
. ^??4l,824,968 
1,074,|!^39,729 
1,605,432,494^ . 
2,476,466,641 
. 1,097,312,937 
- 2,224,185,303 - 
850»711,540<« 
• 973*898,989 
1,041; 028, 089 
785^181,642' 
. 393,437,319 
^ 684,874,488 
322,731,289 
1*431, 697,77> 
460,271,364 
•1,690,347,336 
, 2,122,010,220 
1,636,885,154 , 
642,439,301 
*8, 560, 774 • 
' 565,584,091 
• '424,298,104 
*> 235,071,514 
1,514,084,869 
210,998^882 
• . 445,600,621, 
1,782,515,587 " 
. 982,551,131 
■"'839,172,349 
^57^289^ 
,867,182V 
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Appendix 0 ♦ 

, Iltloolt Ci»tilty CoiUi* ' 

lATBS rot ILLUWIS PUBLIC OOlttWITY COLLEGES 
SLtS 1977 (ACTUAL), 1978 ("™«^)» 
Al©n979 (ESIIMATED) (la C«ta P«r $100) 



Draft- For later Ml U'la 0«iy 
Mot for Public Dlitrlbutloa 



out. 



SOI 
S02 
501 
S04 
SOS 
S04 

sor 
sot 

sot 

sio . 

Sll ^ 
^12 
S13 
514 
515 , 

- 517 

" SHI 
Sf9 
S20 

. 52* 

sn 

*523 
524 
52$^ 

^ S2# 
527 
528 
529 
530 

* S3l^ 
532 
.531 

536 

537 
539 



>^ ^i«- AutKr -'-*^ 1^^1977 T«a 
"^■^ BulldlDS 
Educatloo H»lo. T" 
Tax Fund 



j&iuUdlog 
Mucatlo^^^U. Tax 



Bulldioc 
ftducatUo Malm Tax 
TsxFsiod_ + Le2LJat£ - Totfil 



Kaakaakla 

DttPas* 
Black Hwk^ 

* Tcltaia 

* tafkla 

a^k Valla)f^ 

Wvlll* 
'Sileaso City 

llgU m ' 
ThontoaB 
Sock Vallif 
Ite. Ul^y Harpar 

'^iiiiaoK v«i^«y 

IlllMOla Caotral 
rralrla Stata J 
. llaiib4«Baaa* 
Laka Laad 
Carl Saltdburs 
Highland 
Kan^aa* 



" B«llctPill« 
Klabwaukaa 
Mm 16a Vallay 

'*JoUat 

^ XSikoln LaiH*^ 
Hortoo 

Hclteory * 
UUM.^* Eastam 
johttA. * 
Shawnaa 
Uka C^oty 
Sout^aatfm 
Spook tivir 
OaktoB 

4^1a k Clark ^ 
BUblaod 
, Jol»w6od 



. Ma^laa^ 




Year 197 

BulldlDl^. 
Educa t loo Ma Itt. Tai< 
Tax FuDd _ Lew klta - Tota 



^0.00^ 
7»S0 
15.00 



32.SOC 
1.0) 12.00.- 
5.00 19.50 



• '^Dlstrlcta 504. 505 & 525 passed ^uccessfui'eax rate .-referenda. 
n permit increases in future ye^rs. 



In 1977 to 



^ AB/va 




25.SOC 
9.00 
IS.06 



itf.OOTc 
1,08 
5.00 



^2.S0« 
12.00 
19.00 



nitoolt Co«mlcy ColUgt ao*rd 

fY 1978 TUmOH AMD mS- AS EiWUKD K ULUOIS 
sun SCUDUISKIP OOMaSSXOM 



Distrl$c 



DiacrUC 



SOI 

S02 

S03 
,504 

305 

$0« 

507 • 

508 

509 

510 

5U 

512 

513 
'514 

515 

516 

517 

5W 
519 

520 

521 

522 

523 

524 

525 

526 

527 

528 

529 ' 

530 

531 

532 

533 

534 

535 

516 

537 

539 



BUck Iteik 
Xtlcon 
P*rkUod 
'SAuk ^llay 

ChlcACO C1C7 
eisla 

lock Vftllty 

llllooU Vftllty 
llllMl> CaoCTftl 



Carl SMdbutf 
BiihUod 



rf78 
Tuldoo 

Par SMtctr 

(;r*dlt How 



PT78 ^ 
AnclclpACtd 

uTUlClo^ 4 

yy^it Hour 



Uod Uk« 
B«U«vlllft 
KiitiMuk«t 
Horaiat .Vftllty 
Jollac ^ 
Uocoio XMd 
. Hortof 

U11&>U EAaCfrn 
Jobfi 4. I^t*^.^ 

SoucbcMCac^ ^ 
Oaktoa . 

Uvia tod CUrk 
tialiiud 
Mn Wood 

Tiouil/Avaraf* 

. ' ttedUA , 



9 8.00 


9 8.21 


15.00 


16.08 


16.00 


15.94 


13,00 


17.02 


16.00 


U^.91 


16,00 


15,06 


' 11.00 


15.30. ' 


11.00 


5.63 


12.00 


13.08 


17.00 


13.75 


« 15.00 


16,85 


15.00 


^ 17ai 


to. 00 


9.48 


' 12.00 


13*18 


H.OO 


16*93 


13.00 


14.00 


13.50 


14.15 


9.00 


9.52 


15.00 


14.37 


12.00 


12.38 


7.50 


fl,71 


11.00 . 


12.98. 


12.00 


13.62 


12 JX) 


13,11 


13.00 


15.12 


•12.00 


12.67 




> 14.22 


16.50 " 


18.97 




1.06 


7.50 


8.84 


. 6.00 






12.69 




> 3.tf7 ^ 


10:00 ^ 


9>44 


I2.00'f*. • 


' a7.«i 


12.00 ^ 


12.82 


>3.50 


16.61 










^ 9U.99 


W 911.05 


/n2.o6^ 





AnoUil 

932.00. 
72.00 
32.00 
20.00 
32.00 



10,50 
30.00 
16.00 
32.00 

30.00 

16.00 
•20.00 
51.00 
24,00 
24.00 
* 34.00 
> 32.00 
*2ft.00 
58.00 

, 32.00 
H3.00 
32.00 
16.00 



24.00 

43.20 
21.00 
24.00 
18.00 



922«50 



fY78 Projtccad 

fRAMP/CC) 

9 375,000 
4,075,000 
2,404,000 
4,475,000 
1,968,000 
883,000 
934,t)00 
9,958,000 
1,029,000 
2,498,000 
1,751,000 
3,*37,000 
637,000 
2,155,000 
1,548,700 
983,000 
1,046,800 
412,000 
569,000 
^ 650,000 
459^000 
1,936,000 

641,000 ^ 
2,149,000 
, 2,438,000 
1,125,000 
.775,000 
882,000 
15K009" 
427,000 
218,000 
1,888,000 
, '211,000 
^ 244,000 ' 

2,107,000 
1,010,000 . 
544,000 
488.000, 

959,881,300 



rr7r Proitcead 
TocmX AmiuAl 

n^AMP/CC) 

1,523 . 

8,446 

5,027 

8,763 - 

A.400 

1,955 

2,035 
59,001 

2,622 

6,057 

3,464 , 

7,474 
. 2,241. 
5,452 
3,050 
2,340 
2,466 
1,442 
1,320 
1,.750 
1,757 
4^970 
1,569 
5,466 
5,374 
2,959 
1.817 , 
1,550 > 
4,771 ' 
1,610 

4,961 
1,819* 
862 
, '4,035 
2,^26 
1,092 



180,704 
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. Appendix f 
, ^ Illinois Connrunity /lollege Board' * ^. 
ESTIMATED FY 1979 TAX COLLECTION LOSS RATE 







Estimated^ 


Estitetared 




, Per- - 


Olst* " 


District Name 


Amount 




Cent • 


No. 


Tax' Lew 


Uacollectlble 




L088 


'501 


Kaskaskia 


$ 1,369,000 


$ 39,000 




.0285' 


502 


DuPagff 


• 6,592,000 


198,000 




..03 


503 


Black Hai^ 


1,792,000 


18,000 




.01 


504 


• Triton 


6,770,000 


541.660 




,08 


505 


Parkland 


^ 4,283,000 . 


0 * 




0 


506 


Sauk Valley 


. 906,000 


* 18,000 




.0199 ,' 


507 


Danville 


. 1,400,000 


47, poo 




.0366 


508 


Chicago^ 


23,461,000 


3,285,000, 


• 


.14 


' 509 


• Elgin 


2,312,000 


59,000 




.0255 , ' 


510 


TSftrnton 


1,769,000 


103,000 




.0582 • 


511 


Bnr^^ Vallev 


,2,469,000 


37,000 




. .0150 ., 




^ Uin "Rfll Tlai*n@T* 


3,799,000 "' 


190,000 




.05 ' ' 


513 


AAAAUUA9 VaAACjr 


1,956,000 


0 


* 


0 


514 


XaaXuOXS VeHUACfrA 


6.130.000 ■ 


•61,000 




.01 


515 




1,159,800 
1,3A,000- 


69,600 


1 


'-06 


51fi 




41,000 




.0299 


517 


ImUWCSAAUU 


1,277,200 


53.200 


J 


.0417 


518 


Carl SAndburff 


1,240,000 


0 




0 . 


51Q 


UAj^LlAttUU ^ - — 


1,064,000 


0 


J 


^0 ^ 


520 


ITflnlf ale A A 


1,263,000 


32,000 




.'0253 


521 




779,000 


0 * 




0 


522 


Belleville ^ 


' 2,42^,000 


7^,000 


\ 


■ .0301 


523 


Iti flhvatilcee 


889,000. 


26,000 




.iy292 


524 


• Moraine Valley 


4*,500,000 


295,000' 




.0656 


525 


•Jolietf 


3,864,000 


109 ,000 




. .0282 


526 


Lincoln Land 


3,354,000 


20,000 




.006 * 


527 




1,675,000 


53,000. 


/ 


.0316 


528 


nc nfiury 


1 178 000 


■ 36.000 


.0306 


529 


• Illinois Ba'stern 


1,428,000 


29,000, 




' .0203^ 


J30 


John A. Logan 


. 1,074,000. 


0 




0 


531 


Shawnee 


517,000 


21, OOP 




.0406 


532 


Lake Coanty 


3,515,000 . 


45,000 




.0128 ' 


533 


Southeastern 


528,000 


16,000 




.0303 


534 


Spoon River 


1,500,000 


0 




0 


53S 


Oaktoti 


7^26,000, 


440,000 




.0601 


536 . 


Levi's. & Clark 


2,757,000 . 
1,764,000 


55,000 




.6^99 


537 


Richland 


18,000 




.0102 


.539 


John Wood 


•1-132.000 


0 




0 


* TOm/AVERAGE 


S112-591.000 


$^.028,400 




,0535 •. 



One-half of 
Collectiob 
Loss Amount 
Above Average 
^ Loss ^ ' 



$ p.B9,70'3 

$1,014,688 
*,I57 

Hi 

3,769 



27,225 



24,176 ' 



I 



$1.163.718 . 
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^ , Appendix G - 

' Illinois Community College Board • 

FISCAL .YEAR 1979 ICCB M.I.S. DESIGN REl'iNEMENTS 
• PROPOSED REQUEST FOR STATE FUNDS 

The initial overall' dpslgn of the .Managtoent Information System 
for the Illinois CoOTminity College. Bolt4 resulted ia seven individual 
modules whose purpose was to provide basic external information for 
federal and statei^-reporting, and internal information which would meet 
the needs of the ICCB and the coimnunity colleges, for decision-making, 
xiiese basic modules have been implemented .and are providing much needed 
data on- a tiinely basis 'about the conmunity college system. Sinte ^he 
Installation of thes» modules, however, both internal and external require* 
ments for ^certain data tlot presently automated has increased to the extwt 
that in order to meet these relevant needs, refinement of the basic MIS 
systen is warranted. The following items represent, in order ofpriority, 
the best judgment of the ICCB MIS staff as tq those 'enhancements^hich 
are necessary to provide accurate and timely data to the ICCB and other 
state agenci^s^ concerned with the Illinois Community College 'sys*tem and for 
the loc^ Community colleges. 

1) Development and.- expansion' of current ICCB.MiS modules^ to produce 
from the ICCB MI.S data' base, the unit cost analysis for all the community 
colleges, and subsequent "spin o*ff" "analysis which would provide basic 
planning and, managemi^nt -for other conmunity college reporting atructures^ 
such as RAMP'CC. This upgrading ^would utilize the current apportionment 
module and the faculty module along with an additional to-be-developed 
module containing the necessary financial data to generate the uni^ cost 

' analysis- 
Cost of Project -$ 29>350.00 

2) ^ Development of a follow-up analysis module utilizing tWfe current 
student data base (El records) and additional 'special student outcomes* 
records relevant' to the statewide follow-up study research design.* This 
module would be designed td^rovide a broad Spectnm of follow-up study 
analysis, geared generally to output measures of occupational and transfer 
graduates. The current student data base*has sufficient data to provide 
^om^ analysis at present, " however; thfe ^development of ^thei following sub- 
modules would proylde much more meaningful and comprehensive analysis: 

♦ • ' 

a) Sub-tmodule 1 — Degree completer analysis; 

b) Sub-module 2 — Student withdrawal analysis, student flow 

analysis; , ' . .. 

c) Sub-module 3^ — ^ Fol\ow-up survey structure and analysis; 

d) Sub-modul^ 4 Employer survey rep^jrting structt«ffe & analysi 

e) Sub^odule 5.-- Special student characteristic analyses 

Cost of Project $ 25,700.00 — - 
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Appendix G (Continued) 

' ^ 3) Development of ft^raitevide network for alternative methods of data ' 

transmi^ibn ^rom tba comaiunity colleges to the ICCB HIS data base* Primary 
emphasis will be upon the development of techniques and procedures for direct ^ 
transmission of data via telephone lines (computer to computer). This Vould 
allow indj.vidual colleges^to access the ICCfe programs for data editing 
and thereby greatly reduce the current delay caused by the. submission o^data by 
mail between the community col^ges and the ICCB. y 

Cost of $ 15,500.00 

y 4) Expansion of the apportionment module, and upgrading the course master 

file to include program data, in order to provide summary and detail analysis 
of course enrollments, by program and/or discipline area. 

Cost of Project $13.700^ 

^ COST PROJECTIONS FOR MIS ENHANCEMENTS ' 

1) Development of a module to generate unit ctfst analysis in house would 
require tHe following activites and resources: 

a) Systems analysis and design $ 5,000.00 

b) Programming, testing and 
installation of unit cost program, 15,000.00 

. c) System documentation 2,000.00 

d) Additional computer time for te.sting, 
debugging and running • 5,000.00 

e) Materials, such. as keypunch cards, 
continuous form paper, coding 

sheets, etc. 350.00 

f) Travel for committees (MISPAC, etc.^) 2,000.00 

( ^ 

Total FY1979 Cost $ 29,350.00 

* 2) Development ol a follow-up analysis module wotild require the following 
activities and resources: 

a) ^sterns analysis an^- design $ 7;500.00 . 
^ b) PrdscQxaming, tes'^tlng and installa- 
tion of follow-up programs 15^000.00 

c) Additional computer time for 

testing, debugging and running 2,000.00 

d) System documentation ' 1,000.00 

e) Materials, such as cards, etc. 200.00 

Total m979 Costs' m $ 25,700.00 

3) Development of statewide network for alternative methods of data transmission 

* » -J « ^ * 

a) Technical research ' $ 3,000.00 

^ b) Manual writing . 3,000.00 

c) Hardware enhancement ♦ 7,500.00 
dp Travel 1,000.00- * 

e) Printing & distribution l^OOO.OO 



ERiC 



Total FY1979 Costs $ 15,500.00 
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Appendix G (Continued) 



4) Expansion of th? apportionment modules to pro^de enrollment analysis: 



a) System analysis and design 

b) ~ Frogranmingy testing and installation 

c) System documentation 

d) Additional* computer tii|e for testing, 
• debuggiiig and running . ' 

e) Materials ^ 

f) Travel for committees 

Total FY1979 Costs 



$ 1,500.00 
7,500.00 
2,OOOJ50 

1,500.00 
200.00^ 
: 1,000.00 

$ 13,700.00 



TOTAL ALL 




, . $ 84.250.00 
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Appendix H 
llinois Consnunity College Bo^d 
ICCB RESEARCH GRANTS PROPOSALS • 



The ICCB Research Advisory Council, in cooperation vith eleven coanninity 
colleges; is engaged in developing two types of economic impact studies of 
public community colleges in Illinois. The two types of studies deal with 
the economic impact, of the consnunity college upon the students and the economic^ 
Impact of the conamanity colleges upon the comminlties. Since the development 
of these tw6 studies requires rather careful economic treatment which may require 
some good consultive help, and since these eleven community colleges are patting 
in a lot of their own time and travel expense to develop a model design which 
will hopefully scrC^e all other community colleges that desirfe to do Similar / V 
studies in the future^ the ICCB is proposing th^t this basic development work be 
partially compensated with State funding. The two research grant proposals and 
their costs are shown below. ^ , ♦ 



1. 



, Development of a statewide, impact study of- community colleges on students using 
a pilot of eight colleges. This project would develop the instruments and the 
design for an impact Istudy for students and would pilot test this study with 
'eight community colleges in Illinois. These eight colleges have already been 
meeting and are conarftted to this particular study. .Results of the develop- 
ment would be published and disseminated statewide. 



2. 



Committee Travel & Expense 
Contractual Services 

Consultive Assistance 

Computer ^Programming * 

Analysis of Data 
Postage and Materials for Survey 
Pxjfclication of Manuals, Handbooks & Reports 
Dissemination and Workshops 
'TOTAL 



$ 4,400 
6,200^^ 



. 2,40P 
2,100 
' 900 ' 
$16,000* 



Development of an .impact study of community colleges upon the economy of 
the local community. .This pilot project >^^t4d i^vols^e four conmunity 
colleges •and would include the development 
procedures for conducting an impact study u 
would be documented and disseminated to all 
state. 



instruments, manuals and « 
n the economy. The procedures 
lity co,#leges within the 



.Committee Travel Expense 
Contractual Services 

, Consultive Assistanc(e 
Computer ^ogranming ^ 
* Analysis of Data 
Materials and -Postage 

Publication of Manuals, I|andbooks & Reports 
Disses&ination apd Workshops 
TOTAL. 



$ 1,?Q0 
. 4,200 

> 

1,000 
2,100 
900 
$ 9,000 



Appendix t ^ 
Illioois Conmunity College Board 
PROPOSED EDUCATW DATA PROCESSING BUDGET FCHl THE ICCB^OFFICE FY79 



^ lha proposed F71979 budget for educational data processing at the ICCB 
^leludea an 8X sa^-ary Increase for personnel -services which is the sajae as the 
percentage used for salary increases in the ICCB office budget. The increase in 
e<iuipoie'nt rental assumes an increase in rental rates on the same equipment which 
is* being used in FY1978. The budget^ amount for ctxnputer services with the 
tJnlversity of Illinois of $35,000-is a $5,000 increase over the amount budgeted 
fo^ FY1978. This increas^ls needed because of increased compueter usage ,due to 
all of the modules of the ICCB ItLS being fully Implemented. 



\ FY7a ■ FY79 

Personal Services: 

Assistant Director ^ $20,600 

Programmer * - 12,325 

Key Punch 9,500 



Total Personal Services $42,425 $45,819 

Contractual f ' • 

.Equipment Rental • 19,080 $21,000 

University of Illinois 30.00 0 35.000 

* — ' 

* 

Total Contractual $49,080 $56,000 

Connnodities ' 2.590 * 3.000 



Total. EDP ^ $94,095 $104, 8M 



ag 

•9-28-77 



50 



1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 
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Appendix J 



Ls Qtsinmunity College Board ^ 

/ . 

PROPOSED FEDERAL AND PRIVATE GRANTS FOR PROJECTS 
TO BE PURSUED BY THE ILLINOIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE BOARD, m979 



An assessmetpt of placement services in the Illinois public community 
colleges and the creation of -a placement service mpdel in a community - 
college. $ 



42,5 




Develop a grants and resource clearinghouse to aid Illinois public 

community colleges in obtaining aid for research and special ptojects. 12,500 a 



Assess energy conservation realities pf Illinois public*.community 
colleges and cooperate in the development of prototype courses and 
delivery sy,3tems. 

Provide institutes and workshops on the legislative process to 
foster the building of good ^lations with the legislature, in 
conjunction with the Illinois Community College Trustees j 
Association* 

TOTAL 



35,000 



io;ooo 

— 

$ 100,000 



c 
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Appendix K 



ICCB 

Pojltlons 



llllnoLs Commlty College Board 
PRDTOSRD icCB OFFICE PERSONM- SERVigBS BUEXJET FOR rY79 (1978^1979) 



At muallged^Source o f Funds for FYTS 

npneral Revenue 

Op^T: CETA sec 1 FY78 

^Mnii^ RHP gundif Funds , Fufidi. 



V Tb«l A4ynl«tratl*e Staff 

total Civil Service Staff 

tbtal Personal Services 

nn Gfl^^^t Personal Servlcea 



Ntwber of Eisployees 
r AAilnlatratlve 

Civil Service 
Total 

t 



$3Al,800 $20,600 
133,260 21,825 



$48,500 $20,500 $431,400 
8,800 17,625. 181,510 



$475,060 $Ai.425 - $57,300 $38,125 ^^2,910 



13 
13 



26 



2 
I 
3 



17 
18 



ftn"'>^i*>«><i Source of Funds fo r FY79 
r.pnA ^^ Revenue Punds_ ^ 

n ~: " sec 

Ep g. . CETA Funds,, 



$341,800 $20,600 $50,000 
142,285 21,825 8,80p 



XXX 
XXX 



38.727 



13 
14 



27 



3 ^ 



X 
X 



Total 

FY79 

Funds 



$412,400 
172,910 



$484,083 $42,425 $58;800 XXX $585,310 
3^394 Z., 7n4 XX X 46.82$ 



$522,812 $45,819 $63,504 • X^X $632,135 



16 

17 



33 
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Appendix L 
Illinois ^ounmmity College<*bard . 



PROP0SED. ICCB CONTRAC^^O- SERVICES^ BllfeET rt79 



i 



Freight 

Repair & Maintenance Equipment 
Rental of ♦ Office Equipment 
Rental of Real Estate 
Professional & Technical 
Cleaning , 
Pofftage 

Court Reporting' 

Advertising . ^ 

Subscriptions ^ ^ 

Photographic 

Other (Board Meetings) 



Budgeted 
FY78 



$ 



350 
3,000 
11,010 . 
36,386 
1^,000 
200 
8,00Q 
25© 
l60t 
1,200 

eqp 

3.000 



•proposed 

$ 350' 
3,000 
21,900 
40,403 i 
19,000- 
200 
9,000 
- 250. 
200 
1,200 
. 606 
3.000 



Total Contractual * 



$80,096 



$99,103 



Rental of Office Equipment ; . 

Xerox* 9200 $1500 12 Months = $18,000 
- Xerox 3107 195 x 12 Months '« 2,400 

Pitney BoweS Postage Machine .• 1,500 . ■ . 

Total Rental Office Equipment , - $ ^900 

Professi onal & Technical Services : , ' 
■ 

Ugal • * ^ * $15,000 

Evaluation Study' " . * 3,000 ^ 
Qthfer I>000 , J • 

• Total Professional Technical^ . \ $ 19,000 



• * Square Feet 



va • . , ■ 54:: 
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« ' Appendix M ^ ,. 

'V - ' ' . ■-. 
lliiiois'Coniiiunity tollege Board ' 

PROPOSED ^asiatdc osvelppment . 

GRANTS TQR FISCAL' YEAR W79 ' 

. ■ • X' . 'J 




* , A jirlmary economic problem in Illinois is a lagging. birthrate of new^.^ 

i^s try \a^d, business in the state. Between 1969-^1975 the death rate of 
^ 4ndU8tx;lal ^d business firms accounted for 19.43Z of total ^employment 
change- ^jW^fc^he birth rate of ' new finas accounted for only 9,65 percent, 

* In the 'SBMne years Illinois, has lost an estimated 198,1100 manufacturing 
•job^. ApR portion df these have mpved to the so-called "Sunbelt" ^ 

^ atftes. , How*«er, the' rekl ecopomic%5obl6m is caused by our state's inability 
to attract new private sector jobs as effectively as Southern and, Gulf 
Coast states, L " * ^ • ^ 

Duririg the past nine years;, for example,, while Illinois lost jobs Oklahc 
gained 5S,0Clt> jobs, %!^s gained 91,000 jobs. South Carolina gained 27/ 
jobs and' Arkansas gaified 23,000 j-obs- . , 

Several factors account for the winning of these new jrfbs by other srates. 
One of these^ factots i^ maijpqwer training,, tailored to. the real °««ds of^ 
employers, involving' business and industrial trainers in the de^gn amjr 
delivejfy of programs, and provided at no cost to prospective buslness^and 
indlustries if they will locate the new or expanding firms in one of these 
• states. In'Oklahoma, for instance, an annual €»xpenditure Ijy t^e Higher ' 
Education system of $500,000 for^ ^ach of the last lO'yeats for manpower 
. training of initial work forces^f new industries has created 16,000 new 

* ^ -jobs. ' These J^h3, through the dftltiplier effect, have created about ll^JOO" . 

• other vjobs. "together this new 6feployment yie;.ds apjfroximately $500;P007T)0(r 
in personal income which»<^ Illinois, would be taxaible by the state. • | 
By dollars turning over five or six^imes^ multipliers that occui: in retail*- 

^*^ales, bank receipts,, housing starts, etc. arjg astronomical to -the point of 
ef feeing an efconomic boom. * , ^ . 

r. * ' ^ * ^ ■ . ' • . ' i ' ' 

In addition to improving the business cliipate in Illinois~ai problem which 
1^ ciarrently 'b^ing tendfi^^to by dthers in government—the huge public 

* ^communi^y college system in Illinois ne.ejds to make its trainittg an^^r^ated ^ 
' sei^yices avftilable as a tool €o Attract new business and industry — feew 

priv^, sector jobs. ^ ' 



f Prc ^posed Economic Development Grants : 

• Ir^order to provide prompt training responsis' to prosoectivfe new and expanding 
^u«esses^and industr;les in Illinois,' sj^fedlalV----^ 1 .«.rH^d to helbCT^ 

-.th^cJnmjpnity colleges defray the extraordinary 
.traljiMg needs, developing quality curricula, ass 



will be awarded to. heS<l^ 
ii#volved in as^es6ing 
ling th^ manpower market. 
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recruiting trainees, and providing job-^ill ^rajj^ng. The ti 
seek to* involve,' business and industri^ cfSiainBn^^sonnel in 



The training will 

. ^ . ^ 

design and the delivery of progrdm^, will be dooirdinated with^local tnanpower' 
" programs, and conmranity colleges will be required to coordinat'e training' 
^ fleliverT- netwo^rks within their .districts by working with and thrdugh area ^ 
vocational centers and secondary school vocational, education programs. ^ 

During the fixst year of these special grants, some community college 
^ districts serving rui^ areas may also neetj to help Ipcal economic develop- , ' ^ 

^ ^ . ^ ment organizations coordinate their activities on a dist;ri,ct-wide basis 
9 ' in order to, relate more effectj.yely to state economic development- efforts. 

Such c^mwnity^^^ices as may be required h^re will be tailored to^ the 
needs of^ftie industrial Development Division of the Illinois iJepartment 
of'\Business and Economic Development. r ^, 

, ; Ohe "million dollars will be requir^ during FY^1979 for planning grants , 
W ^..fip help cover special training costs and the cos.t of -related industrial 
^ ^rvice^. These awards will be Ulock grants to each community college 
'^^diArift ih^the amount of $25,00Q. Each ^listrict will be' requia^ed to 
matchJfche planning grant with an additional sum of $25iOOO^in local cash 
or i^-kind contributions- ^ ^ . 

< - Public community college districts will.be given until October 1,*1979 ^ ^ 
: to submit approved Statements j^^^ JJork in order to receive planning granfs. 

Any district planning grants not approved by^ October 1, 1979 will Fe r#- ' 
v\ ' ^llockted by the Illinois Community Colleg^ Board for 'special training 
'^/^t projects which are designed to prepare the Initial work force of new and 
-^v^ expandihg businesses and industries in the stSte., The^e reassigned sums 

^ * will be graced by the -State feoard on the basis of merit. 

^ff\^^ ' Any residents of Illinois^ who meet ,(or in the J&se of minors 16 years , 
of age^Dr older whose f affillies- meet) Federal guidelines for . |overty- will 
h^ve their tuition, iees, and books paid by the Illinois Community College 
Board through reimbursement grants when these people afe trained as members 
' bf the work fyorce ^orVew or expanding businesses , and industries .in IllinoUs. 
^ fhis piwigraa will )>e similar to the tuition reimbursement program fot 

public aid recipients , and .the^tuition waiver program under th^ Adult ^ 
, ■ ' Education- Act , ^ai. amended in f974, which are currently administered by 
^ the Divislfn of Adult-Vocational-Technical Education-, Illinois Offi^ of^ 

' Ediication. Except, in this progran, tuition waiver recipients will be 
training for actyal jobs which ax« Identified before training begins. 
^- ^ . Propo^ grants for FY 1979 total $50(r,0^ and will be awarded on a relm- • 

burs^nt basis to the community colleges^^wrTjualif led students who complete 
% training prograiAs and -are j>laced on fobs. ' ' ' 

' - : In summary, approximately $1,000,000 %tLl\ be required for economic develop- 
• ment planning grants to facilite employer-cantered job-training R & D^and 
* * supporting community outreach services at 39 existing community c^bllege 
, districts, and possibly 1 new district. We estimate an additional $500,^00 
can easily be used, to help needy adults, who do not qfaJLify for other kinds . 
'/ of financial aid; train for actual jobs. • - 
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The 't»4°8r*" described above is essentlifally one of training— training the , 
^.A^ox force a new. «ay which deeply involves employers in the design and 
deiiverfy "of projgrams . SpeciA trainidg and supporting services are 
provided under this program in order to- help the Illinois Department of 
Business and Economic Development do its job with maximum effectiveness. 
In Illinois, comprehensive community colleges are the best institutions 
. to iill , this peed by virtue of, their defined purposes and regional service 
areas blanketiftg almost the entire statie. 

In A Master Plan for Posts J| pndary Edij(ytion in^Illlnois », March, 1976, 
I III III III 1 1 I lliiii I 1 1 III I «|niliii II I I II I I 

/d^^areer educatic 



H "b. Mission: ProvdSf^areer education programs. Scope: These 

programs shall be in occupational, vocational, terchnical, afad 
semi- technical fields designed to provide fob training, retraining 
. ' -.and upgrading o^ skills to meet individual, local, and state 
manpower needs...." p. 51 

■ ' "e." Mission: Provide public service activities of ah educational 
nature. Scope: Public service includes activities which are 
frequently outside the normal course structure of the college. . 
...Caution should be exerted \o avoid dupUcating or assuming 

. responsibility that falls »^htn the scOT^of other institutions, 
agencies, or organizations. ...Coordinated activity with other 

• organizations is ^couraged. p. 51 

* In add'^tion, .an analysis of regional, multi-county planning commission^ 
in Illinois which have actually, submitted approvable plans for inclusion 
in a State nPlan for Economic Development— thereby qualifying for Federal 

^support as a tegional fanning entity by the JJ.S. Department of Commerce, 

* Economic Development Adminis traction— will ahow that statewide coverage 
%y-such organizations is extremely spotty. 

What is more, the Illinois Communlt7 College Board has the proposed programs 

* in operation on a pilot basis in two community, college districts. Highland 
Community College, District no. 519, -and Black flawk College, District no. 
503 through a CETA grant? for Ft 7.8. The districts of Lake Land College, 
Waubonsee. Community Cdii^ge, Illinois Valley Community College, Kankakee 
Commiinity College, Jotel A. Logan College, Illinois Eastern Community Colleges— 

■ Wabash Valley Colleg&rand City Colleges of Chicago ha^ef either prepared and . 
submitted proposalrf" for economic development planning projects, such as 
the kind-'beip* fi^posed here, ^or have otherwise expressed a keen interest 

" in flelding^^t^ograms of this kind as sopfl as possible. We feel many 
'districts will be*,anxious to participate in this program" once it is established 

' and becomes. widely known. ' for th'e past two years, the ICCB has also ijeceiyed 
•■CETA funding ^or an inter-agency coordination project which seeks* tomaximize 

. the good eff^ts from community college manpower training of unempl<^| 
and-underemp:ioyed people conducted. for the state's 21 .CETA ^ime spoW^s- 
Such cooperation complements and reinforces the economic development p^^gram. 



PUot .projects haVe resulted in the XIROFIN company -coming from Finland 
to*a Northwestern Illinois Comwnity to build a new chemical plant which 
will employ 175 people. Highland College will train these workers for 
HaOFIN. Similarly, a tool conq^any in Rockford is e^anding to a site 
in the Highland District. The East St. Lbuis CETA Skill Center , is loaning 
grinders and lathes for- installatiod at the Jo Davies Area Vocational 
Center so the college can proyide the^cessary training of machinists - J 
for this coiiq)any^ The Highland district is also fieldibg, forums and seminars, 
seeklpg to establish a Isixr^unty regional planning commission which, for 
t|p first time, will proiirlde^^ED with jcon^rehepsive accesjBj;o the entire 
j^eglon for the putpoM^of pr6ii|||||^ing economic development. Problably po 
other entity except zhe college— th^ college which was established by 
initiative of the local people — can ^ull this new multi-county- planning 
agency together in this -rural area'o^ the state. 

Other* Sun-belt states with strong manpower training programs .aild aggressive, ^ 
effective ecoMmic development effolrts have found that such industrial 
services operations are best placed' in the educational system at th^ post- 
secondary^' level. ' The state of Virginia, for example, --has lodged its job- 
training program for new industry in the Virginia Community College System. ^ 
Nortft Carolina has put its Industrial Services Division — the oldest program 
of its kind in the country, by the yay — in that state's Department of 
Community Colleges. South Carolina has its Industrial Services Division 
under- the State Board of Comprehensive and Technical Education. In Oklahpma, 
the State University System provides snch technical training-. 



Finally, we jmist point out, neither lOE-DAVTE, IBED, t)LGA, BOB, or any 
other segment of state or regional government can match the potential 
.effectiveness of Illinois public community colleges at'thes^ training 
tasks and related services. In fact, until the community colleges , initiate 
their new C^A* funded pilot*' project in economic development entitled. 
New Initiatives for Economic Development: An fccpeyiment in Commuriity College 
Leadership , little progress had occurred over the years in Illinois by way 
^ of getting EDA fun^d regional planning commissions thoroughlj^ blanketing 
the state so that cne, IBED could more effectively attract new and expanding * 
businesapand industry state-wide. Until our pilot* project started, lOE- ^ 
DAVn- showed no interest in planning for-econOTic development in Illinois.- ^ 
.Until the community college pilot project in economic development got underway 
^here were no effective, systematic "attempts to pull t^ether the resources ' 
of are^ vocational centers and high school vocational .«|||ication programs 
on a district-wide, reglojial basis in order to serve ^^^ter the needs of 
business and Industry for trained 'manpower. . ^ 
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